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Petitioners, 

COUNTY OF PLACER, 

Respondent. 

Case No.: S-CV-0047770 

SECOND AMENDED VERIFIED 
PETITION FOR WRIT OF MANDATE 
AND COMPLAINT FOR DECLARATORY 
RELIEF 

[Code Civil Proc. § 1085] 
[California Election Code § 9125] 

Petitioners PLACER COUNTY DEPUTY SHERIFFS' ASSOCIATION and NOAH 

FREDERITO (collectively referred to as "Petitioners") allege the following: 

1, Petitioner PLACER COUNTY DEPUTY SHERIFFS' ASSOCIATION ("DSA") is a non-

profit organization that was formed to support current and retired sworn members of the Placer 

County Sheriff's Office. The DSA is the labor organization recognized by Placer County as the 

exclusively recognized employee organization and bargaining agent of employees in the 

classifications of Sheriff's Deputies. The DSA has over 250 active members. The DSA's 

representation of its members includes enforcement of their legal rights and obligations. 

2. Petitioner NOAH FREDERITO ("Frederito") is, and at all times herein-mentioned was, 

employed by Respondent COUNTY OF PLACER in the capacity of Deputy Sheriff. Petitioner 

;OND AMENDED VERIFIED PETITION FOR WRIT 1 Placer County DSA, et al. v. County of Placer 
MANDATE f1ND COMPLAINT Case No.: S-CV-0047770 
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Frederito has been employed by the County of Placer as a Deputy Sheriff since 2013 to the present. 

He has been the President of the DSA since 2018.  

3. Respondent COUNTY OF PLACER (“County”) is, and at all times relevant to this action 

was a political subdivision, a public agency, corporate and public, organized and existing under 

the Laws of the State of California and the Charter of the County of Placer. The County is, and at 

all times herein mentioned was, a public agency within the meaning of Government Code section 

3501(c), subject to the provisions of the Meyers-Milias-Brown Act (“MMBA”), and is obligated 

to comply with the laws of the State of California and the United States and California Constitution. 

The County has, and at all time herein mentioned had, a clear, present, and ministerial duty to 

comply with the California Elections Code. 

4. California Elections Code section 9125 provides:  

No ordinance proposed by initiative petition and adopted either by the 
board of supervisors without submission to the voters or adopted by 
the voters shall be repealed or amended except by a vote of the people, 
unless provision is otherwise made in the original ordinance. In all 
other respects, an ordinance proposed by initiative petition and 
adopted shall have the same force and effect as any ordinance adopted 
by the board of supervisors. 
 

A Brief History of County Code § 3.12.040 (Measure F) 

5. Placer County voters passed Measure F in 1976, and its terms were codified in Placer 

County Code (“County Code”) section 3.12.040 “Salaries—Placer County sheriff’s ordinance 

initiative.” Immediately prior to the County’s September 28, 2021 repeal of section 3.12.040, it 

stated as follows:  

A. The board of supervisors shall, at least annually, determine 
 the existing maximum salaries for the Nevada County 
 sheriff’s office, El Dorado County sheriff’s office, and 
 Sacramento County sheriff’s office for each class of 
 position employed by said agencies. 
 

B. Effective January 1, 1977, and effective January 1st of each 
 year thereafter the board of supervisors shall, during the 
 month of January, determine the average salary for each 
 class of position as set forth herein, and beginning the first 
 period following January shall fix the average salary for 
 each class of position in the Placer County sheriff’s office at 
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 a level equal to the average of the salaries for the 
 comparable positions in the Nevada County sheriff’s office, 
 El Dorado County sheriff’s office and the Sacramento 
 County sheriff’s office. 

C. As used herein the term “comparable class of position” shall 
 mean a group of positions substantially similar with respect 
 to qualifications or duties or responsibilities using the 
 following positions as guidelines: 

 
1. Corporal, sergeant, deputy. 
 

D. The provisions of this chapter shall prevail over any 
 otherwise conflicting provisions which may relate to salaries 
 of county employees or officers who are not elected by 
 popular vote.  
 

6. Measure F requires the Board of Supervisors (“Board”) to annually determine the 

maximum salaries for corporals, sergeants, and deputies in Nevada, El Dorado, and Sacramento 

County Sheriff’s offices. The Board must “determine the average salary of each class of position” 

and “shall fix the average salary for each class of positions in the Placer County sheriff’s office at 

a level equal to the average salaries in the comparable positions” in those counties.  

7. In 1980, voters established the Placer County Charter by adopting Measure K, which is 

also codified in the County Code. County Code section 302(b) provides: 

 The Board shall: 

(b) Provide, by ordinance, for the number of assistants, deputies, 
clerks, and other persons to be employed from time to time in the 
several offices and institutions of the county, and for their 
compensation. 
 

8. County Code section 604 provides: 
 

All laws of the county in effect at the effective date of this Charter 
shall continue in effect according to their terms unless contrary to the 
provisions of this Charter, or until repealed or modified pursuant to 
the authority of this Charter or the general law. 
 
 

9. Since the adoption of the Placer County Charter and prior to the County’s contract 

negotiations with Petitioner in 2020, the County has consistently construed Measure F’s salary 

setting provisions as harmonious with the County Charter’s general grant of authority to provide 
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for compensation. During this period, the County deemed Measure F in full force and effect as 

recognized by section 604.   

10. Prior to 2020, the County consistently represented to representatives of the DSA that 

Measure F was binding on the County and that the County could not negotiate base salaries that 

deviated from Measure F, even when both parties desired to do so.   

11. County officials made similar representations to the public.   

12. In the early 2000s, the County and DSA agreed that salaries exceeding Measure F would 

help stem recruitment and retention concerns. In 2002, both the County and DSA wanted to 

negotiate a base salary that deviated from the Measure F formula. However, the County’s 

representatives informed the DSA that Measure F formula set the base salary.  As a result of the 

then mutual desire to eliminate Measure F, the County agreed to place “Measure R” on the ballot 

seeking to repeal Measure F. (Exhibit A – Measure R.) Measure R stated: “Shall Placer County 

Code, Chapter 3, Section 3.12.040 (also known as Measure F) be amended to remove that section 

in its entirety, thereby repealing that provision which requires the Placer County Sheriff Deputy 

salaries be set by averaging the Sheriff Deputy salaries of Nevada County, Sacramento County and 

El Dorado County?” (Ibid.) Measure R did not pass. A true and correct copy of the Measure R 

election materials and results is attached hereto as Exhibit A. 

13. In 2003, the then County CEO wrote an editorial wherein he unequivocally explained to 

the public that Measure F remained in full force and effect unless and until modified or repealed 

by the voters.  He also explained that Measure F operated to set base salaries for most DSA 

members.  In the Gold Media Article, he wrote “The public may not be aware that the county 

must adhere to the voter-approved Proposition F measure that sets salaries… The county is unable 

to change the Proposition F formula. Only the voters of Placer County can do that.” A true and 

correct copy of this article is attached hereto as Exhibit B.   

14. In 2006, the County again attempted to repeal Measure F by placing “Measure A” on the 

ballot, which admitted that Measure F remained in full force and effect so that “salaries are fixed 

according to a formula using the average salaries of similar positions in designated counties.” 

County Counsel, Anthony La Bouff stated, “A “NO” vote on this Measure is a vote to retain the 
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existing ordinance.” Measure A did not pass. A true and correct copy of the Resolution placing 

Measure A on the ballot and the Measure A election results is attached hereto as Exhibit C. 

15. Petitioner is informed and believes and therefore alleges that the voters retained Measure 

F, at least in part, to ensure that DSA members’ base salary remains comparable to the salaries of 

deputies in the surrounding counties while reducing to likelihood of labor disputes between the 

County and DSA. 

16. After the 2006 election results, the DSA accepted the judgement of the voters. 

17. The DSA and County subsequently negotiated labor contracts that incorporated the 

Measure F formula for base pay and also increased total compensation to remain competitive in 

the labor market.  The parties agreed upon numerous incentive, education, and assignment pays, 

as well as a benefits package, so that base salaries only represented about half of the DSA 

compensation package. 

18. After 2006, Measure F also ensured that DSA members’ base salaries remained during 

periods where the parties remained out of contract, preventing an exodus of experienced deputies 

that might have otherwise occurred.         

19. The County has affirmed Measure F multiple times through the adoption and modifications 

of section 3.12.040. 

20. As recently as January 12, 2021, the Board adopted an Ordinance amending Placer County 

Code section 3.12.040 to exclude certain managers and affirming the application of Measure F to 

DSA members. (Exhibit D – Ordinance 6060-B.)  Ordinance 6060-B adopted the same language 

in Measure F requiring the Board to set deputies’ salaries at amounts equal to the average of the 

comparator agencies.  A true and correct copy of Ordinance 6060-B is attached hereto as Exhibit 

D. 

21. For over 40 years, the DSA and the County have adhered to the Measure F formula.  

22. The County annually adjusts the salaries of the Board of Supervisors using the same 

formula as Measure F.    

Contract Negotiations and Impasse 

23. The DSA and the County were parties to a Memorandum of Understanding (“MOU”) that 
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expired June 30, 2018. The DSA and the County had incorporated the requirements of Measure F 

into this MOU. 

24. On November 30, 2018, the parties entered into an extension of the MOU, until 

negotiations over a successor MOU had concluded. 

25. As a result, the parties began negotiations over a new MOU on May 24, 2019.  

26. Prior to impasse, the County made salary proposals which would maintain Measure F and 

section 3.12.040.  

27. Prior to declaring impasse on August 27, 2020, the County had never proposed eliminating 

Measure F. 

28. Prior to declaring impasse on August 27, 2020, no County representative had ever asserted 

that Measure F was invalid or unenforceable.  

29. Throughout negotiations, DSA representatives objected that the County’s salary proposal 

violated Measure F, and thus was unlawful. 

30. Prior to December 2020, the County’s representatives expressed a newly raised contention 

that Measure F set minimum salaries, but that the County could propose salaries that exceeded 

Measure F’s formula. These representations directly conflicted with the County’ representations 

regarding Measure in prior rounds of bargaining.  

31. On July 21, 2020, the County provided the DSA with a Last, Best, and Final Offer 

(“LBFO”). The County’s last, best final offer included raises that temporarily exceeded the salary 

formula by seven percent (7%). The proposal would effectively freeze any salary adjustment for 

DSA members until the Measure F salary determination had increased at least seven percent.  

32. On August 27, 2020, the County declared impasse. 

33. The DSA requested factfinding impasse procedures pursuant to MMBA section 3505.4, 

and the Public Employment Relations Board (“PERB”) accepted the DSA’s request on October 27, 

2020.  

34. The County objected to participating in fact-finding and attempted to undo its declaration 

of impasse.  Over these objections, PERB ordered the County to participate in fact-finding. 

35. Catherine Harris was selected as the Chairperson of the factfinding panel; DSA selected 
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Jason Farren as its panelist; and the County selected Jane Christenson as its panelist.  

36. On September 12, 2020, after declaring impasse, the County published a public document 

on its website entitled “Questions and Answers about Contract Negotiations” (“September Q&A”). 

(Exhibit E – Q&A.) The September Q&A admitted the validity and enforceability of Measure F. 

37. However, the County asserted its new interpretation of Measure F as only establishing the 

“minimum salary of various law enforcement positions,” and claimed that “[t]he voters have also 

given the Board of Supervisors the authority to negotiate higher salaries.” A true and correct copy 

of the public document is attached hereto as Exhibit E. 

38. The County’s admissions and public representation of the September Q&A are 

irreconcilable with the County’s even newer contention that Measure F has been invalid since 1980.  

39. Prior to this round of bargaining, the County had maintained that Measure F set deputies’ 

salaries, and that the County did not have discretion to offer salaries that deviated from the Measure 

F formula.  

40. On September 24, 2020, the DSA filed an unfair practice charge (“UPC”) with PERB 

alleging the County acted in bad faith by insisting to impasse over a number of illegal proposals, 

including a salary proposal which violated Measure F.  

41. On December 26, 2020, the County filed a position statement in response to the allegations 

in the UPC, including the allegation that the County’s salary proposal was unlawful. 

42. For the first time in writing, the County’s position statement claimed Measure F was 

“unconstitutional” and that it has been “void” under its Charter for 40 years.   

43. The County raised these new legal assertions with PERB despite have twice unsuccessfully 

asked the voters to repeal Measure F.  The assertions in the position statement also directly 

conflict with the County’s prior representations to the DSA and the public, as reflected in the 

September Q&A.  

44. On December 8, 2020, the County presented the DSA with a new package proposal. As 

part of that proposal, the County proposed to completely disregard section 3.12.040 and instead 

provide arbitrary fixed wage increase amounts for three years. This December 8 proposal was the 

first proposal submitted by the County had completely disregarded Measure F, as the LBFO would 
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have only temporarily set salaries seven percent (7%) above Measure F.  The proposal was silent 

as to the repeal of Measure F.  

45. Despite its understanding that the DSA desired to continue adhering to the voter enacted 

formula of Measure F, the County proposed fixed wage increases that exceeded Measure F in 2021 

and exceed the historical average of Measure F in 2022 and 2023.  

46. The County successfully induced the Law Enforcement Managers Association to agree to 

a contract extension with salaries that will almost certainly exceed Measure F over a three (3) year 

period. Section 3.12.040 was amended in January of 2021 to reflect the removal of members of 

the Law Enforcement Managers Association. 

47. In response to the December 8, 2020 package proposal from the County, the DSA’s 

bargaining team informed the County that it would agree to the majority of its package proposal if 

the County would replace its wage proposal with continued adherence to Measure F, which almost 

certainly would result in a lower salary increases than the County’s proposal. The DSA also 

requested modifications to the County’s longevity proposal and Tahoe residency proposal. 

48. On January 6, 2021, the County informed the DSA that its counter-offer had been rejected 

by the Board of Supervisors.   

49. On February 11, 2021, the County sent the DSA “Notice” that it intended to unilaterally 

repeal Measure F, despite Measure F being a voter enacted ordinance and the subject of both the 

unfair labor practice and the factfinding. 

50. Despite the evolving and ever-changing legal positions of the County regarding the validity 

of Measure F, the County asserted that the unenforceability of Measure since 1980 was an open 

and shut determination. 

51. The County never sought any superior court adjudication of the dispute over the validity 

of Measure F, instead it unilaterally declared it unconstitutional.  

52.  On March 15, the County made another proposal to repeal Measure F outside of the 

factfinding process.  

Factfinding Proceedings and Recommendations 

53. From March 8 to March 9, 2021, the DSA and County participated in factfinding 
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proceedings. 

54. Directly following the factfinding hearing, the DSA and the County agreed to submit the 

dispute over the repeal of Measure F to the factfinding panel, and the factfinding panel agreed to 

issue a finding regarding whether the County could repeal Measure F. A true and correct copy of 

that correspondence is attached hereto as Exhibit F.  

55. Throughout April, May, and June of 2021, the panel held confidential deliberation meetings 

to discuss the factfinding hearing. 

56. On August 25, 2021, the factfinding panel issued its final factfinding report. The report 

recommended that the parties keep the Measure F formula in place for this contract cycle and 

jointly submit the issue to the voters. (Exhibit G – Factfinding Report, at pp. 25-26.) A true and 

correct copy of the factfinding report is attached hereto as Exhibit G.  

57. In analyzing the County’s argument that Measure F is unconstitutional, the factfinding 

report reasons: “County Code Section 3.12.040 and the negotiated agreements have coexisted for 

a period of 44 years in harmony as both the local ordinance and successive MOUs have contained 

the identical base salary formula. Under these circumstances, it is doubtful that any court would 

conclude that [authority cited by County] compels the conclusion that County Code Section 

3.12.040 is unconstitutional.” (Id. at p. 21:6-10.)  

58. The report cast doubt upon the County’s legal arguments against Measure F and for that 

reason recommended that the parties contractually agree to use the Measure F formula for 

determining base salary for the next 5 years and “place[] resolution of the Measure F issue in the 

hands of the voters.” (Id. at pp. 19: 19; 26:15-16.) 

The County’s Repeal of Measure F 

59. On September 14, 2021, the Board of Supervisors held a public hearing over its proposals 

to repeal Measure F and impose salary amounts exceeding Measure F’s mandates. The members 

of the public who spoke at the hearing overwhelmingly asked the Board to respect the will of the 

voters as reflected in Measure F and objected to the County circumventing the initiative process. 

60. On September 28, 2021, after the public hearing, the Board ignored the recommendations 

of the factfinding panel and adopted Resolution No. 2021-301, which imposed the terms of its 
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December 8 offer and eliminated Measure F by repealing section 3.12.040.  The imposed salary 

terms exceed and violate Measure F. 

61.  On September 28, 2021, the Board of Supervisors also adopted Resolution 6105-B, which 

increased the salaries of deputies and sergeants by 1.09% and 1.41%, respectively, above the 

amount set by Measure F in February of 2021. A true and correct copy is attached hereto as Exhibit 

H. 

62. On September 28, 2021, the Board adopted Ordinance 6104-B, which amended County 

Code § 3.12.040 to read: 

3.12.040 Salaries-All represented employees. 
Pursuant to Article XI, Sections 1, 3, and 4 of the California 
Constitution, Sections 302 and 604 of the Placer County Charter, 
adopted by the electorate on November 4, 1980, and California 
Government Code Sections 3504 and 3505, the Board of Supervisors 
shall negotiate and set compensation for all employees represented by 
PPEO, PCLEMA, and DSA. (Exhibit I – 6104-B.)  
 

63. A true and correct copy of Ordinance 6104-B is attached hereto as Exhibit I.  

64. Ordinance 6104-B repealed the Measure F formula in section 3.12.040, stripping DSA 

members of the annual wage adjustments enacted by the voters.  

65. The Board adopted Ordinance 6104-B without placing the repeal of the voter-enacted 

Measure F on the ballot.  

66. These actions violated Elections Code section 9125, which dictates that “no ordinance 

proposed by initiative petition and adopted either by the board of supervisors without submission 

to the voters or adopted by the voters shall be repealed or amended except by a vote of the 

people, unless provision is otherwise made in the original ordinance.”  

67. To justify repealing Measure F without the requisite voter approval, the County conjured 

an argument that Measure F violates the Charter, despite its decades of prior inconsistent 

statements and actions. The County’s new claim was set forth in the agenda provided to the public 

in advance of a September 14, 2021 Board meeting:  

The Charter vests authority over the compensation of employees and 
existing local laws in the Board of Supervisors. Since the adoption of 
the Charter was subsequent to the 1976 election, Measure F and 
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§3.12.040 were legally superseded by the actions of the 1980 
electorate. At minimum, a salary formula that leaves no discretion to 
the Board in setting compensation for its employees is inconsistent 
with the Board’s broad jurisdiction and authority granted by the 
Charter to establish compensation for county employees. (Exhibit J – 
September 14, 2021 Agenda.) 
 

68. Moreover, Measure F only pertains to base salary, not total wages or overall compensation. 

69. The compensation for members of the DSA has always been determined by the County 

Board of Supervisors.  Measure F has harmoniously co-existed with the County’s power to set 

the compensation of DSA members. 

70. The compensation of DSA members includes much more than base salary.  It includes 

incentive pays, assignment pays, education pays, longevity pays, employee and employer pension 

contribution amounts to CalPERS, pension benefits, flex medical benefits, paid leave, overtime 

and other similar pays and benefits.   

71. DSA members were entitled to a salary increase as provided by Measure F effective on 

February 16, 2022.  

72. County failed to increase the salaries in accordance with Measure F. Thus, since February 

16, 2022, DSA members have suffered a loss of wages due to the County’s unlawful actions.  

 
FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION 

(§ 1085 Writ of Mandate) 
for Violation of Election Code § 9125 

 

73. Petitioners incorporate the allegations contained in paragraphs 1 through 72, inclusive, as 

though set forth here in full. This cause of action is brought against Respondent. 

74. Petitioners are entitled to apply directly to this court for relief pursuant to Code Civil Proc. 

section 1085. 

75. No other plain, speedy, and adequate remedy exists. 

76. The United States and California Constitutions and Elections Code section 9125 create a 

clear, present, and ministerial duty under the law for Respondent to abide by Elections Code 

section 9125 in enacting relevant ordinances or legislation. Section 9125 states, in relevant part, 
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“No ordinance proposed by initiative petition and adopted either by the board of supervisors 

without submission to the voters or adopted by the voters shall be repealed or amended except by 

a vote of the people, unless provision is otherwise made in the original ordinance.”  

77. Petitioners have a clear, present and beneficial right to the performance of Respondent’s 

duty to follow the law as outlined in the Elections Code. Petitioners have a clear, present and 

beneficial right to the performance of Respondent’s duty to annually adjust salaries in accordance 

with Measure F, unless and until Measure F is amended or repealed by the voters. Respondent 

breached this duty by adopting Ordinance 6104-B and repealing the voter enacted Measure 

F/County Code section 3.12.040 without the required vote by the electorate.  

SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION 
(§ 1085 Writ of Mandate) 

for Violation of Placer County Code § 3.12.040 
 

78. Petitioners incorporate the allegations contained in paragraphs 1 through 77, inclusive, as 

though set forth here in full. This cause of action is brought against Respondent. 

79. Placer County voters had the power under Article II, Section 11 of the California 

Constitution to pass Measure F in 1976. 

80. The local electorate’s constitutional right to initiative and referendum is generally co-

extensive with the legislative power of the local governing body. 

81. Setting salaries is legislative, not administrative power of the Board of Supervisors. The 

constitutional authority of the Board of Supervisors to set employees’ salaries is set forth in Article 

XI, Section 1(b) of the California Constitution.  

82. Legislative decisions of the Board of Supervisors, including local employee compensation 

decisions, are subject to initiative and referendum. 

83. The 1970 amendment of Article XI, section 1(b) merely enshrined the referendum right 

regarding supervisor compensation separate from the general right of initiative and referendum in 

Article II, Section 11.  The amendment did not alter the power of local voter initiatives relating 

to employee compensation, rather those remain unchanged in Article II, Section 11. 

84. The voters affirmed Section 3.12.040 twice after the enactment of the Charter, in 2002 and 

2006.  



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

SECOND AMENDED VERIFIED PETITION FOR WRIT   13      Placer County DSA, et al. v. County of Placer 
OF MANDATE AND COMPLAINT          Case No.: S-CV-0047770 
 

 

 

 
 

85. In addition to the powers recognized in Article II, Section 11 of the California Constitution, 

Placer County Charter Section 607(a) provides “[t]he electors of the county may be majority vote 

and pursuant to general law … [e]xercise the powers of initiative and referendum.” 

86. Placer County Charter Section 607(a) was in effect during the 2002 and 2006 elections. 

87. In 2002, both the County and DSA wanted to negotiate a base salary that deviated from the 

Measure F formula. The County agreed to place “Measure R” on the ballot seeking to repeal 

Measure F. 

88.  The County’s impartial analysis on the ballot informed voters that a “A ‘NO’ vote on this 

Measure is a vote to retain the existing ordinance that sets the compensation for Placer County 

Sheriff's sworn personnel at the same rate as the average compensation level of those sworn law 

enforcement personnel in comparable positions in the counties of Nevada, Sacramento and El 

Dorado.” 

89. The voters clearly expressed their will to retain Section 3.12.040 by voting “no” on 

Measure R. 

90. In 2006, the County and the DSA placed “Measure A” on the ballot again seeking to repeal 

Measure F, i.e. Section 3.12.040.  

91. A “no” vote on Measure A was also described to the voters as a vote to retain the Measure 

F salary formula.   

92. Measure A’s attempt to repeal Measure F was also rejected by the voters.  

93. Thus, the 2002 and 2006 votes to retain Measure F are a proper exercise of initiative powers, 

which can only be repealed by a subsequent initiative. 

94. The implied and self-enacting provisions of the California Constitution protecting the 

initiative and referendum process require a vote of the people before repealing Section 3.12.040.  

95. The courts may properly devise procedures necessary to protect these powers.  

96. Regardless of the enforceability of the initial vote to pass Measure F, the 2002 and 2006 

votes to retain Measure F are constitutionally equivalent to a referendum vote to overturn an action 

by the Board of Supervisors to repeal Measure F. 
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97. Since the enactment of Measure F and the corresponding Place Code Section 3.12.040, the 

Board of Supervisors taken legislative action to expand and ratify the Measure F formula.   

98. For example, Respondent has voluntarily amended Section 3.12.040 to add new 

classifications and ranks to into the ordinance so that these classifications would be subject to 

annual salary adjustments using the same formula applicable to DSA members. 

99. As recently as January of 2021, Respondent amended Section 3.12.040 to remove certain 

ranks and classifications which are not represented by the DSA.  The new ordinance enacted in 

January of 2021, included DSA represented employees in the classes of deputy and sergeant.  

100. Subsequent to the passage of Measure F, the Board of Supervisors has voted to ratify 

multiple labor contracts with Petitioner which incorporate and affirm the continued utilization of 

the Section 3.12.040 formula to set DSA members’ salaries. The core economic terms of these 

labor agreements, include the formula for determining salaries, are incorporated in Chapter 3, 

Article 3.12 of the Placer County Code.  

101. Regardless of the enforceability of the 1976 voter enactment of Measure F, the Board of 

Supervisors subsequent adoptions and ratifications of Section 3.12.040 constitute separate and 

independent lawful legislative acts.   

102. As such, Section 3.12.040 was lawfully enacted and full enforceable at the time of the 2002 

and 2006 elections over Measures R and A, regardless of the enforceability of the original 1976 

voter enactment of Measure F 

103. The 2002 and 2006 votes to retain Measure F are expressions of the public’s will and must 

be vigilantly protected by the courts.   

104. The protection of the referendum process as articulated in Assembly of State of Cal. v. 

Deukmejian (1982) 30 Cal.3d 638, 678 applies equally to the Measures R and A initiatives which 

asked to voters to affirm or repeal the 1976 enactment of Measure F.    

105. As the electorate twice voted to retain the base salary formula for DSA members, the 

County cannot nullify the will of the voters by repealing the same ordinance they voted twice not 

to repeal. 
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106. The County’s repeal of Section 3.12.040 violated Article II, Section 11 of the California 

Constitution. 

107. The County’s repeal of Section 3.12.040 violated Placer County Charter Section 607(a). 

108. As such, 3.12.040 remains in full force and effect notwithstanding Respondent’s unlawful 

attempt to repeal the ordinance.  

109. Section 3.12.040 required Respondent to adjust the salaries of all DSA represented deputies 

and sergeants on or about February 16, 2022, and each February thereafter until lawfully amended 

or repealed.  

110. Petitioners are entitled to apply directly to this court for relief pursuant to Code Civil Proc. 

section 1085. 

111. No other plain, speedy, and adequate remedy exists. 

112. The California Constitution and Placer County Charter Section 607(a) create a clear, 

present, and ministerial duty under the law for Respondent to comply with Placer County Code 

Section 3.12.040 and “fix the average salary for each class of position in the Placer County sheriff’s 

office at a level equal to the average of the salaries for the comparable positions in the Nevada 

County sheriff’s office, El Dorado County sheriff’s office and the Sacramento County sheriff’s 

office.” 

113. Petitioners have a clear, present and beneficial right to the performance of Respondent’s 

duty to abide by Section 3.12.040 with respect to current and former members of the DSA and set 

their salaries using the method it requires.    

114. Respondent breached this duty by repealing Section 3.12.040, failing to abide by Section 

3.12.040, and failing to adjust DSA members’ salaries on or about February 16, 2022, in 

accordance with the requirements of Section 3.12.040.   

THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION 
(Declaratory Relief) 

 
115. Petitioners incorporate the allegations contained in paragraphs 1 through 114, inclusive, as 

though set forth here in full. This cause of action is brought against Respondent.  
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116. An actual controversy has arisen and now exists between Petitioners and Respondent 

concerning the legality of Respondent’s repeal of the Measure F/ Section 3.12.040 formula without 

voter approval.   

117. An actual controversy has arisen and now exists between Petitioners and Respondent 

concerning the legality of Respondent’s imposition of a salary that deviated from the Measure F/ 

3.12.040 formula.  

118. Since an ongoing and actual justiciable controversy exists between the parties as to their 

respective legal obligations/entitlement, it is necessary the Court intervene and resolve these 

disputes. 

119. Petitioners have no adequate available administrative remedy in which to avail itself in this 

manner.  

120. Petitioners are therefore entitled to a judicial declaration that Respondent’s action repealing 

Section 3.12.040 without voter approval violated Elections Code section 9125.  

121. Petitioners are also entitled to a judicial declaration that Respondent’s imposition of a 

salary that deviated from the Section 3.12.040 formula was illegal.  

 WHEREFORE, Petitioners pray for judgment as follows:  

1. For a Peremptory Writ of Mandate compelling Respondent to repeal and rescind 

Resolutions 6104-B and 6105-B. 

2. For a Peremptory Writ of Mandate compelling Respondent to restore and comply with the 

requirements of Section 3.12.040/ Measure F in setting salaries for employees of the Placer County 

Sheriff’s Office.  

3. For a declaratory judgment in favor of Petitioners finding that Respondent violated 

Elections Code section 9125 by repealing the voter enacted County Code section 3.12.040 and 

Measure F without submitting a repeal measure to the public. 

4. For a declaratory judgment in favor of Petitioners finding that Respondent has a legal duty 

to comply with Section 3.12.040 and Measure F in setting deputies’ salaries, unless and until, 

Section 3.12.040/Measure F is repealed or otherwise amended by the voters.  
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5. For reasonable attorneys' fees and costs including but not limited to those provided under 

Code of Civil Procedure section 1021.5; 

6. For an award of actual damages subject to proof; 

7. For costs of suit incurred herein; 

8. For such other and further relief as the Court deems just and proper; and 

9. For a statement of decision. 

DATED: May 26, 2022 

Respectfully Submitted: 

MASTAGNI HOLSTEDT, APC 

~---' 

DAVI E. MAST rN , ESQ. 
TAYLOR DAME-MAHAFFEY, ESQ. 
Attorneys for Petitioners 

ECOND AMENDED VERIFIED PETITION FOR WRIT 17 Placer County DSA, et al. v. County of Placer 
F MANDATE AND COMPLAINT Case No.: S-CV-0047770 
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VERIFICATION 

I am a Petitioner in the above-entitled action or proceeding. I have read the foregoing 

Second Amended Verified Petition for Writ of Mandate and Complaint for Declaratory Relief and 

know the contents thereof, a~ad I certify that those matters which reference me are true of my ovvn 

knowledge, except as to those matters which are therein stated Ripon inforrna~ion and belief.

l ~r~~re w Executed on ~~~ s/ ~ '~ Z at s ,California. 

I declare under penalty of perjury, under the laws of the State of California, that the 

foregoing is true and correct. 
j~ ~::1 -✓ ice, ,.~ ~ ~ ~ ,~- 

c- . 
~ 

NOAH FREDERITO 

,('(~~C3 AMENDED VERIFIED PETITION FOR WRIT 18 Placer County DS,4, et al. v. County afPtacer 
)1~ MANDATE AND COMPLAINT Case Na.: S-CV-0047770 
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Precincts Reporting ;' ~` , ~...~ ~ ~ 363 1Q0.00°ia ~`~ 

J~
~S( Vt~ies_ _. - — -) ~ _.- ' ;'_ _~ ~.,. ~ ~ (~~ ~ ~ ~ r ~ ~ ~-_ - b 4b2~ 

54.09~~ f` 
34400 ~S.91 ,,, 1 

__..._._ .. _~.--.-._T.__ v....~,.._ _---
S ~OLFAJ~ CITY APPOINT CITY Ci.RRK .'". —_______- __ i

Total 
Number afPreoincts 1 ~ 1 
Frecrncts Reporting 1 lOb,OQ°lo I 
Totat Votes' ; i ,~~~ 

i~+l 54.7+`/~ 
NU 204 ~#5 73°% 



-- ___ ~..,.a.~ _ ~,., 
►MEASURE R 

,e...,__— ----~_ 
PlAGER CQUNT'l~ SF~~i:EFF QEPUTY 5ElLARY CEDE REVISION

Shal! Placer County Cade, Chapter 3, Sect~ar~ 3.4 .040 {a{so knawr~ as Measure F) be amended 
to remove that section En Pts entirety, thereby repealing that provlslon which requires PlacAr 
Gcunty Sheriff Deputy salaries be set by averaging the Sheriff Deputy salaries a# Nevada. 
County, Sacrar~0nta Caunt~r and E! Dorada County? 

,
YES N~ 

__ 
tNtPART1AL ANALYSIS BY PLRCER CaUNTY COUNSEL 

In November of 1976, tfie voters. of Placer County ..approved A "YES" vote on ihls Measure wautd repeal the ordinance and 
"IniUative F" which adopted an ordinance requiring the salaries enable the Board of Supen+isors and fhe Placer County ShediPs 
for sworn law enforcement officers employed with the Placer sworn personnel to negotiate compensation In khe same manner 
County. Shetiff's Department be fixed at the level of the averege as ether county employees. 
salary of ttre average comparable ,position in the three cauntfes 

A "NO" vote on this Measure is a vote to retain .the existing of Nevada, EI Dorado and Sacramento. This .ordinance is 
ordinance that sets the compensation for Alacer County Sheriff's currently designated Ptacer County Code Section 3.12.04D 

Salaries•-Planer County Sheriffs Ordinance Initlailve. sworn personnel at the same rate as the average compensa8on 
lovel of thoso sworn law eni~xcement persot~nal in canp~rable 

An afflrrnative vote from the electorate an this measure would positions in the counties of Nevada, Sacramento and EI I~or~c5o, 
repeal the above referenced ordinance from the Placer County 

Anthony J. La 6ouff Cade. ~ifective January 20{13, salary levels for sworn law 
bounty Counsel enforcement In Placer County would be established in tha same 

manner as other County employees, through periodic negotiation gy; Sabrina M. Thompson 
between the Placer County Board of Supervisors and the Deputy County Counsel 
representatives for sworn taw enforoement employees. 

RE~OLU710N 28Q2-184 

THE BOARl7 OF SUPERVISORS 17F THE COUNTY quatificafPons or duties or ~espor3sib~Jittes using the foftowing 
OF PLACER, STATE OF CALIFORIViA, DOES HEREBY posltlonsasguideHnss: 
~esa~ve rHA~r: 

1. Undershedff, Inspector, corporal, oapfafn, sergeant depaty, 
WHEREAS, (n November of .1976, the voters of Placer County lfeutenenk 
approved an inNiative entitled Measure F that set the salaries for 
sworn law enfoecement officers employed wftt► the Placer Coun►y 
Sheriffs Department based upon a formula set In the InfUative; 
and 

WHEREAS, Pincer County. Code Sec!!on 3.'f2.040 
Salaries—Placer County SherKFs Ordinance initiative was 
cod'rfled a result of that initiative, and currently reads. 
as follows; and 

3.12.040 Salaries lacer County Sheriff s ordinance InfNafive. 

A. The board of suAervlsors shall, ~t least snnuelly, determine 
the exlsir'ng maximum salaries for the Nevada County Sherili's 
offke, Et Dot~do County Sheriffs office end Sacramento County 
Sherltf's office. far each class of position employed by said 
agencies. 

B, Effective January 1, 1977, end eilective January ist o/ each 
year thereafter the board of supervisors shall, during the month 
nl January, determine the average salary for each class of 
position as set forth herein, and beginn)ng the..f7rsl periort 
foNowing January shall i/x the average salary for each class of 
position !n the Placer County Sherl/Is ofJke at e level. equal to 
the average of the se(ary for the comparable positions 1n .the 
Nevada County Sher(ff's office, E/ Dorado County SherJti's olllce 
'end the Sacramento County Sheriffs offloe. 

C. As used herein iha term compara6te class of position" shall 
mean e group of paslNons substanBally similar wUh respect to 

R1 

D. The provisions of this chaptar sh&1! prevatt over any ofhenvlss 
conBlcNng provisions which may tetate to sa/arfes of county 
employees or ofllcers who are elected by popular vote. (Prior 
code.§ 14.3045) 

WHEREAS, the Placer County Deputy'8 Association has 
requested that the Placer County Board of Supervisors place on 
the November 5. 20D2 general election ballot a measure to 
repeal this Initiative; !hereby remnvins the section quoted above 
from the Alacer County Code; and 

NdW, 7HEREFDRfi, BE I7 RESOLVED by the Board of 
Supervisors of the County of Placer, State of California, Rhat; 

1. The Board of Supervisors proposes a ballot measure to repeal 
Measure F, currenity designated as Placer County Code Section 
3.12.040 Salaries--Placer County Sheriffs Ordinance Inigativa; 
and 

2. The Hoard of Supervisors orders that the following question be 
placed as s County measure on the ballot of the Statewide 
Generat Election to be held November 5, 2002: 

MEASURE R 
Shell Placer County Code, Chapter 3, Sectlan 3.12.D40 (also 
known as Measure F} be amended to remove that section (n its 
entlrety, thereby repealing that pro~+ision which requires Placer 
County Sherfff Deputy salaries be set by averaging the Sheriff 
Depuky salaries of Nevada Country, Sacramento County and EI 
Dorado County? 



~c~ ~~ c~~' lacer, t t o l c~rr~ 

in the matter of: 

Resaiutlan Orct~rin~ Ssliot Measure 
repealing Measure ~ - Sh~t3ff Pay 
Ordinance Initisttve to be Placed an the 
Ballot of Statewide General Election to 
!se Held Naysmber 5.2002. 

R8S01. 1~0: 2002~1$~.._~W „f_ 

• ~. 

First t~eadin~: 

Ay~~: st~rrrr~rvccr P wxiT~; az~aor~•z~~.D, ~.;~Az~r~~ 

Noes: ~~~n~ 

A~7&@Cit: NONE 

s 

# ~ ~ ~ ■ M ~ 

Qft$St: 

i t~l~~ said Baard ,.. 
~ ~ ,~A 

~- ~ 

V►IHEREASf in November of 1976, the voters of Placer County approved an 
init(ative entitled Measure F that set the salaries far sworn law en~fo~cement officar~ 
employed with the Placer Coup#y Sheriff s Department based upon a formula set in the 
initiative; and 

WHEREAS, Placer County Cods Sectian 3.12.040 Salaries--Placer Caunty 
Sheriff's Ordinance Initiative was codified a result of that initiative, and currently reads 



• s • 

3. i2.~40 Salaries--Placer Caunty Sherit~'s ordinance initiative. 
A. 7'he board of supervisors shall, at least annually, 

deterrrrine the existing. maximum salaries for fhe Nevada County 
Sheriff's once, E117orado County Sheriff's once and Sacraments 
Gaunty Sheriff's once far +~a~h cias~ s~f position employed by said 
agencies. 

8. Effective January 7, ~~77, and effective January 1st 
of each year thereafter the boar' of supervisors shall, during the 
month of January, determine the average salary far each class of 
position a~ set forth herein, ~r~r1 beginning fhs first ~riod follow rr,~ 
January shall fix the average salary for ~ac~ ci~ss of pasition In the 
Placer County Sheriff's affrc~ ~t a level aqua! to the average of the 
salary for fh~ cQmpar~bl~ Qc~sitl~ns i~ the IVev~d~ .County Sheriff's 
once, EI L?orac~c~ ~ount,~ ~'heritf's a cs ancf the Sacr~am~nto 
County Sh~r+f~'s affi~c~. 

C. As usedherein the term "comparabt~ c/ass of 
position" shall mean a group of positions substantially similar wifh 
respect to gte~li~~aticans or dcrtie~ or r~sponsibilifieS using the 
following posifions,~~ ,gr~ide.lrn~s: 

1. Ur~dersherif~, inspector, corporal, captarrr, sergeant, 
deputy,. lieufen~nf. 

D. The provisions of this chapfer shall prevail over any 
a~herv~ise cor~flicfing pra~isions which may relate to saJarie~ of 
county emplayees or a~cers wha are elected by popular vote. 
(Prior cods § 14.30 , 

VYHEREAS, the placer County Deputy's lkssociation has requested that the 
Placer County Board cif Supervisars .place on the November 5, 2002 general electian 
ballet a measure to repeal tt~~~ initiative; thereby removing the section quoted above 
from the Placer County Code; and 

t~QW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESC?L1d~D by the Board of Supervisors of the 
County of Pacer, State of Caiifomia, that: 

1. The Board of Supervisors proposes a ballot measure to repeal Measure 
F, currently designated as Pfacer County Code. Section 3.12.040 
Salaries--i'Iacer County Sheriffs Ordinance Initiative; and 

2. The Board +af .Supervisors orders that the foilowin~ ques#ion be placed as 
a County measure on the ballot of the Statewide General Election to be 
held November 5, 2002: 



tr~t~ [ac~r Coerrtt~~ ~:a~~ ~h~~~er , '~~ 
.~~.~4~ ~ais~ i~ct~c~~re~ ~~ ~4~.~~~r°~ ~~ 6c~ ~~ri~~c~ t~ 

r~~t~~~F~ tit~~t ~~~i€~e~ ~n E ~rc~ir°~t~~ ~~~~t~~ r~~~~E~[~ 
th~~ ~at°r~~rf~ic~r~ ~Fhti~t~ r t~ir~~ 4~~~cer ~aa►t~ ~~~~i 
~+e~xuty sat~ri~~ ~~t E~}~ v~r~gin ~h~ Sheriff' 
tiep~~t~y ~ai~ri~ c~4` t~~~v~d ~a~e~nt~r, c min 
County ~t~ ~t t~+~r~id~ ~ount~? 



T~'~E ~~II~ DATE (~F ELECTIC}l!T 

~UI3ERNA~'ORIAL GENER~.L 

t 11 

! GC?IJNT°1~ 1 

~ Shall Placer County Code, Chapter 3, Section 
3,12.Odb (also known as Measure F) be amended to 
rettwve that section in its entirety, thereby repealing 
that provision which requires Placer County Sheriff 
Deputy salaries be set by averaging the Sheriff 
Deputy salaries of Nevada County, Sacramento. 
County and EI Dorado County? 

O vas O Nc~ 

R PLACER CO SHEitIFF DEPUTY 
SALARIES 

Number of Precincts 
Precincts Reporting 
Vate For 
Total Votes 
Times Over Voted 
Number Of Under Vates 
NO 
YES 

Total 
363 
363. 100.00°/a 

r 
ssszs 

z7 
13229 
46425 5~1.{19"r~, 
39400 45.91°l0 
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Jan ChristoffersonPlacer County chief executive officer Aug 03, 2003 11:00 AM 

The Auburn Journal has received a series of letters from citizens concerned about Placer County?s current negotiations with the Placer County Deputy Sheriff?s 

Association (DSA). 

Up until now, the county has resisted responding, in keeping with an agreement with the DSA to maintain confidentiality in the negotiation process. 

However, the letters raise serious questions about the county?s commitment to ifs (avr enforcement employees. I need to correct the misconcepfiions the letters 

have expressed. 

(t is important to note that Placer Counfy has a long tradition of supporting its public safely and law en~orcement employees. This is reflected in the overall level 

of resources committed to the public safety departments, as well as the salaries and benefifs employees currently receive. 

The public may not be aware that the county must adhere to the voter-approved Proposition F measure that sets salaries. Proposition F prohibits the county from 

negotiating salary increases for deputy sheriffs in Placer County. Proposition F was a measure sponsored by the DSA and adopted by county voters in 1976. 

The proposition requires the county to set the salaries of deputy sheriffs according to a formula that averages salaries paid to comparable employees in three 

surrounding counties: Sacramento, EI Dorado and Nevada. Under thct formula, the deputy sheriffs in Placer County received salary increases of 2.8 percenf in 

February of this year. The base salary for aflue-year deputy sheriff If is new $49,000, plus benefits. 

The counfy is unable to change fhe Proposition F formula. Only the voters of Placer County can do that. For that reason, the DSA sponsored a ballof measure in 

November 2002 to repeal Proposition F. The Placer County Board of Supervisors agreed to put the issue on the ballot. 

However, the voters rejected the new ballot measure, deciding fhe Proposition F formula is still the required method to set salaries. 

At the conclusion of the last contract, the county agrsed to improve the retirement package for DSA employees by adopting a retirement program that is the 

most generous permitter by state law. In fact, our deputies and probation officers oo not make employee contributions to their retirement program ?the county 



Search for 

Other questions have focusea upon incentives. DSA employees also receive a variety of incentives in addition to salary, including a 2.6 percent basic 

educafianal incentive paid under the last contract However, this provision specifically had an ending date. 

While we cannot publicly discuss the details of negotiations, I believe it is important forJournal readers to be aware that the county?s position regarding this 

contract issue has been clearly and consistently communicated to the D5A leadership, and at no time has the county ever set out to reduce the total 

compensation to its public safety employees. 

want the citizens of this county to be assured that the board of supervisors greatly values our law enforcement employees, and is doing evaryihing possible to 

negotiate a competitive and reasonable agreement that the county can afford in these difficult budget times. 

Jan Christofferson fras been Placer County?s chief exec~rfive officer since May 2001 

~' _ C , 

~ ~ fir ter C~~ s ett~~~! 

Today's news in your inbox 

CAL FIRE: Auburn Denny's blaze deemed human caused 

Auburn Police Department arrests kidnapping suspect 

Placer's Masson invited to Twins spring training 

Auburn resident, World War 11 hero Cornett awarded Purple Heart, Bronze Star 
__ _ _ _ __ 

Fire extinguished at Placer Government Center in Auburn; firefighters trained nearby a day earlier 

Hopper fire at Sierra Pacific 

Auburn City Councilman Berlant chronicles his vaccine experience 

Placer County Sheriff's arrest log: Stolen vehicle, lawn equipment burglary 





B~fo~re the Board of Supervisors 
County of F aver, State of California 

In the mafter af: Resol. No: Zook-30 

aesalution Ordering Ballot Measure To 
Repeal Measure F -Sheriff Pay Ord, NO: 
Ordinance Initiative to be placed on the 
8allat of Statewide Primary Election to Fit'St RB~ditlg: 
be Held June 6, 20Q6. 

The following Reso{ution was duly passed by the Board of Supervisors of the County of 

Placer at a regular meeting held February 7, 2006 by the following vote on roll call: 

AY@S: WEYGANDT, HOLMES, KRAN2, SANTUCCI 

Noes: . Norte 

AbS811t: GAINES 

Signed and approved by me after its passage. 

r 

~,;,k-l~4F~MA1~, BOARD C~ ~S RVISORS 

Attest: 
Clerk ot f said yard 

THE BOARD OF SUPEI~VIS~RS C)F THE CdUNTY C)F PLACER, STATE OF 
CALIFORNIA, DOES HEREBY RESOLVE THAT: 

WHEREAS, in November of 1976, the voters of Placer County approved an 
initiative identified as Measure F that set the salaries for sworn law enforcement o~cers 
employed with the Placer County Sheriffs Department based upon a formula set in the 
initiative; and 

WHEREAS, Placer County Code Section 3.12.040 Salaries--Placer County 
Sheriffs Ordinance Initiative +s a codified restatement of the ordinance adapted by the 
voters in the general election in November, 197 , end reads as follows: 



Resolution 2006-30 

3.12.040 Salaries--Placer County sheriff's ordinance initiative. 
A. The board of supervisors shall, at least annually, 

determine the existrr~g maximum salaries for the Nevada County 
sheriff's office, EI Dorado County sheriff's office and Sacramento 
Counfy sheriff's a ce for each class of position ernpioy said 
agencies. 

B. Effective January 1, 7977, and effective January 9st 
of each year thereafter the board of supervisors shah, during the 
month of January, determine the average salary for each c/ass of 
position as set forth herein, and beginning fhe frrst period following 
January shall ~x the average salary foreach class of position the 
Placer County sheriffs office of a Jevel equal to the average of the 
salary for the comparable positions in the Nevada County sheriff's.. 
office, E/ Dorado County sheriff's ace and the Sacramento 
County sheriff's office. 

C. As used herein the term. "comparable class of 
posftion"shall mean a gaup of positions substantially similar with 
respect to qu~li~cafions or duties or responsibilities using the 
following positions as guidelines: 

1. Undersherif~, inspector, corporal, captain, sergeant, 
deputy, lieu#enant. 

D. The provisions of this chapter shall prevail over any 
otherwise conflicting provisions which may relate to salaries of 
county employees or officers who are elected by popular vote, and 

1NHEREAS, the Piacer County Deputy's A$sociation has requested that the 
Placer County Board of Supenrisars place on the June 6, 2006 primary election baflat a 
measure to repeaE this initiative; thereby removing the section quoted above from the 
Placer County Code; and 

NOW, THEREFORE, B~ IT RESOI.VIED by the Board of Supervisors of the 
County of Placer, State of California, that: 

The Board of Supervisors proposes a ballot measure to repeal Measure 
F, currently designated as Placer County Code Section 3.12.04Q Salaries-
-Placer County Sheriff s Ordinance Initiative; 

2. The Board of Supervisors orders that the following question be placed as 
a County measure on the ballot of the Statewide Primary Election to be 
held June 6, 2006: 



Resolution ~U06-30 

Under a current Placer County ordi~ancs enacted by a ballot measure in 
1976, Placer County Deputy Sheriffs cannot negotiate salaries. Under that 
ordinance, salaries are fixed according to a formula using the average 
salaries of similar positions ire designated counties. 

Shall this ordinance be repealed thereby allowing Placer County Deputy 
Sheriffs to negotiate their own salaries? 

YES Nb 
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Biil Santucci, District 1, Chairman 

Robert Weygandt, District 2, 

Jam Holmes, District 3 

Edward "Ted" M. Gaines, District 4 

Bruce Kranz, District 5, Vice Chair 

Thomas Miller, County Executive 

Anthony J. La Bouff, County Counsel 

Rich Colwell, Chief Assistant County Executive 

Mike Boyle, Assistant County Executive 

Noily Heinzen, Assistant County Executive 

Ann Holman, Clerk of the Board 

County Administrative Center, 175 Fulweiler Avenue, Auburn, CA 95603 

FLAG SALUTE —Led by Rich Colwell, Chief Assistant County Executive.. 

STATEMENT OF MEE7WG PROCEDURES -Read by Clerk. 

PUBLIC COMMENT -Rosemary Frieborn, Friends of Placer County Animal Shelters, questioned 
why Animal Control staff did not attend the seminar that was funded by her organization. She asked 
the Board to appropriate emergency funding to send staff to upcoming seminars. Michael Murphy, 
Libertarian Party, requested a spreadsheet of issues and how each supervisor voted be provided on 
the County website. Kathy Martinis, Auditor-Controller, provided 'the P4acer County 2005 Citizens' 
Report, a summary of financial and economic conditions in Placer County. Michelle Buhan, Friends 
of Placer County Animal Shelters, asked Supervisor Holmes if changes had been made to the 
recording of animal services. Supervisor Holmes advised County Executive Office has established a 
committee to look into that. Rich Colwell, Ghief Assistant County Executive, stated the County 
Executive has set in place a comprehensive effort to review management of Animal Control and 
discussions with various jurisdictions and non-profit organizations. He said staff did not attend the 
seminar because management did not have enough time to review issues of due diligence, liability, 
staff expenses and shift coverage. 

https:Uwww. placer. ca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/22434/02-07-06-HTML 3/5/2021 
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SUP`ERVISOR'S COMMITTEE REPCfRTS —Chairman Santucci and Supervisor Holmes thanked 
Camrnander Rick Ward, Newcastle California Highway Patrol, for inviting the Supervisors to 
participate in a patrol car or airplane ride along. 

CONSENT AGENDA - Item #13 moved for discussion. Consent agenda approved as amended with 
action as indicated. MOTION Hofines/Weygandt/Unanimous VOTE 4:0 (Gaines absent) 

1. ORDINANCES —Second reading: 

a. Personnel/Civil Service Commission —Ordinance 5396-8 adopted amending Chapter 3, 
affecting classification, compensation. and allocation of position for Community Development 
Resource Agency/Building Department, creating the .position of Building Division Manager 
and to reclassify one Supervising Building Inspector position to a Building Division Manager. 

2. BOARD C}F SUPERVISORS -Approved minutes of November 29, December 6, and 13, 2005. 

3. CLAIMS AGAINST THE COUNTY —Rejected the following claims, as recommended by Counfiy 
Counsel: 

a. OS-077, Jackson, Judi, $25,000 +(Personal Injury). 

b. 06-006, Jackson, Judi, $25,000 + {Personal Injury)._.

4. COMMITTEES& COMMISSIONS:. 

a. In-Home Supportive Services Advisory Committee —Approved appointment of Eula Marshall to 
Seat #2 (Service Recipient), Diane Lester to Seat #5 (Service Recipient) and Karen Boal to Seat #9 
(Service Recipient), as requested by the In-Home Supportive Services Advisory Committee. 

b. Newcastle, Rocklin, Gold Hill Cemetery District —Approved reappointment of Gordon 
Takemoto to Seat 3, ~lVayne W. "'Wes" Naylor to Seat 4 and Gene D. Gieck to Seat 5. 

Sheridan Municipal Advisory Council -Approved appointment of Adam Carpineta to Seat 2, 
as requested by Supervisor Weygandt. 

d. Solid Waste Independent Hearing Panel -Approved appointment of Gerald Brentnall to Seat 
3 (At-Large). 

e. Tahoe Cemetery District —Approved reappointment of James R. O'Brien to Seat I, Robert B. 
Scoville to Seat 2, Steve IVI. Glazer to Seat 4 and Randal Pomin to Seat 5 and appointment of 
Donald A. Hale to Seat 3, as requested by Supervisor Kranz. 

https://www.placer.ca.govtDocumentCenter/View/22434/02-07-06-HTML 3/5/2021 
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5. CtJMMUNIl"Y DEVELOPMENT RESOURCE AGENCY/TERRACINA PLANNED 
DEVELOPMENT TRACT #928 —Approved the Finai Map, Subdivision improvement Agreement 
and authorized the recording. 

6. COUNTY EXECUTIVE: 

a. Ordinance introduced, first reading waived, amending Chapter 3, Section 3.12.030, 
Unclassified Service, Schedule of Clas"sifications, Salary Plan and Grade Unclassified 
Service, relating to the Auditor-Controller Department, Managing Accountant Auditor 
positions. 

b. Authorized the travel of Supervisors Holmes, Santucci and Weygandt to VJashingtan DC from 
February 14 to 17, 2006, to meet with elected nr appointed officials of the United States to discuss 
legislative and regulatory issues affecting the County, and over which the Federal officials have 
jurisdiction. 

c. Approved a merit increase for Mary George, Assistant Director of Library Services, from Step 2 
to Step 3, retroactive to January 21, 2006. 

7. GQUNTY E~E~UTIVE/EMERGENCY SERVICES: 

a. Placer Hills Fire Protection District -- Resolution 2006-24 adopted approving the FY 2005/06 
Capital Facilities Plan update, retaining its existing mitigation fee schedule. 

b. South Placer Fire Protection District — Resolution 2006-25 adopted approving the 2005/06 
Capital Facilities Plan update, reflecting a 4.~% Consumer Price Index base increase in Mitigation 
Fees. 

8. FACILITY SERVICES: 

a. Historic Courthouse Fire Alarm System, Project #4754 — Accepted a progress report and 
approved continuation of the project, pursuant to Section 22050 of the Public Contract Code 
and Section 1.3 (m) of the Purchasing Policy Manual. 

b. Sewer Maintenance District #1 — Resolution of Intention 2006-26 adopted setting the time and 
date to hold a public hearing to consider the annexation of property owned by Dunmore Communities, 
APN 052-Q80-Q12-5:10, into the district. Subject property is located on New Airport Road, Auburn. 

9. HEALTH &HUMAN 5ERVICES/ENVIRQNMENTAL HEALTH — Approved a budget 
revision, in the amount of $11,500, for Animal Services licensing, dispatch and adoption software 
and adding them to the Master Fixed Asset List. 

hops://www.placer.ca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/22434/02-07-06-HTMI, 3/5/2021 
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10. PERSONNEL: 

a. Ordinance introduced, first reading waived, amending Chapter 3, Section 3.12.01 Q, 
Appendices DSAS-3, DSAN-4, and MGTS-9, relating to the salaries for the classifications 
covered by Proposition F and nfher associated law enforcement classifications, effective 
February 03, 2006, 5:01 p.m. 

b. Approved the Placer County Equal Employment Opportunity Program Plan from January 01, 
2006 through December 31, 2006. 

11. PROCUREMENT SERVICES —Authorized the Purchasing Manager to sign the following: 

a. Bid #9520,1VIobile Data Computers/Sheriff —Awarded to Compucom Systems, Inc., in the 
amount of $82,575, l6. 

12. PUBLIC WORKSIPLACER HILLS FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT — Resolution 2006-27 
adopted approving and authorizing the Chairman to execute a Quitclaim Deed with the Placer 
Hills Fire Protection District, quitclaiming an un-used portion of right-of-way in front of the fire 
station. Subject property is located on Combie Roar! at Placer Hills Road in Meadow Vista. 

13. MOVED FOR DISCUSSION/REVENUE BRAKING -Approve appropriation of X500 i~~ Revenue Sharing 
monies to the Lincoln Rotary Club for a training program, as requested by Supervisor Weygandt. 

14. TREASURER/TAX COLLECTOR —Resolution 2006-28 adopted delegating the authority to 
invest certain funds under the control of the Board of Supervisors to the Treasurer. 

*** End of Consent Agenda*** 

The following item was moved far discussion: 

13. REVENUE SHARING -Approved appropriation of $5Q(7 in Revenue Sharing monies to the 
Lincoln Rotary Ciub for a firaining program, as requested by Supervisor Weygandt. 

MOTION Holmes/Weygandt VOTE 3:1:0 (Kranz No, Gaines absent) 

DEPARTMENT ITEMS TO BE DISCUSSED BEFORE NOON, AS TIME ALLOWS 

DEPARTMENT ITEMS: 

15. COUNTY EXECUTIVEIEMERGEN~Y SERVICES —Ordinance introduced, first reading waived, 
amending Chapter 2, Articles 2.16 and 2.88 to reflect (1) the County Executive Officer as the 
Director of Emergency Services, (2) the County Executive Officer as the Chairman of the 

https:J/www.placer.ca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/22434!02-0'7-06-HTML 3/5/2021 
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Disaster Council, (3) granting the Board authority to appoint other members of the Disaster 
Council, and (4} amending Chapter 3, Article 3.08, using the term "Emergency Services" in lieu 
of "Civil Defense." 

MOTION WeygandflHolmes/Unanimous VOTE 4:0 (Gaines absent) 

16. HEALTH &HUMAN SERVICES. 

a. Children's System of .Care -Approved agreement with Gerald Brody, M.D., from January 
1, 20Q6 through December 31, 2006, in the amount of $123,048.19, for psychiatric services 
as a contract employee. MOTION Kranz/Holmes/Unanimous VOTE 4:0 (Gaines absent) 

b. Community Health - Adopted the California Department of Health Services' 
recommendation to expand managed care to Placer County by merging into the existing 
Sacramento Geographic Managed Care Model, and authorized the Chairman to sign and 
submit the letter of support. 

MOTION KranzlHolmes/Unanimous VOTE 4:0 (Gaines absent) 

c. Environmental Health -Approved contracts with the City of Colfax, City of Auburn, City of 
Rocklin and City of Lincoln, for the provision of animal control services from July 1, 2005 
through June 30, 2008, and authorized the Health and Human Services Director to execute 
amendments. 

MC}TION Holmes/Weygandt/Unanimous Vt~3TE 4:4 (Gaines absent} 

17. COUNTY COUNSEL/CLOSED SESSION REPQRT: 

(A) §54956.9 -CONFERENCE WITH LEGAL COUNSEL 

(1} Existing Litigation: 

(a) Crass v. County of Placer, Placer County Superior Court Case No. SCV 27628 —Thy 
Board was advised of the successful completion of the case with the granting of a 
motion for summary judgment in favor ~f the Gounty and the named defendants. 

(b) City of Rocklin v. Yee, Placer County Superior Court Case No. SCV 18727 —The Board 
gave direction. 

(c) City of Rocklin v. Snecchi, Placer County Superior Court Case No.: SCV 18721 —The 
Board gave direction. 

(d) Sierra Ciub, et al. vs. County of Piacer/U. S. Home Corporation, et al. vs. Town of Loomis vs. 
County of PlacerBickford Holdings, et al., Third District Court of Appeal Case No.: C047630 —The 
Board receii~ed a status report and gave direction to Counsel. 

(B) §54957.6 -CONFERENCE WITH LABOR NEGOTIATOR —Nn discussion. 

Agency negotiator: CEO/Personnel Director. 

Employee organization: PPEO/DSA. 

https://www,placer. ca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/22434/02-07-06=HTML 3/51202 7 
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9'30 a.m. 

18. PLANNING BUSHNELL NURSERY REZONENG AND APPEAL OF MINOR USE PERMIT 
{PREAT20n40129) MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION —Public hearing to consider an 
appeal from Dave Bushnell of specific conditions of approval for a Minor Use Permit for a retail 
nursery, including retail sales, and an accessory landscape installation business. The Board will 
a(sa consider a rezoning request from RS-B-20 (Single Family Residential, Building Site size 
24,000 square feet) to F-Dc-B20 (Farm, Building size 20,000 square feet, Design Gorridor~, for 
the 15.7 acre project site. The property (APN 048-081-035, 048-081-054, 048-081-055, and 
048-081-058) is located at 5255 Douglas Boulevard, approximately 1.5 miles east of Sierra 
College Boulevard, and is currently zoned RS-B-20 (Single Family Residential, Building Site size 
20,000 square feet). 

MOTION Holmes/Weygandt/Unanimous VOTE 4:0 (Gaines absentj, to continue to 
February 21, 2006 at 9:30 a.m. 

1 U.O~ a.m. 

19. BOARD OF SUPERVISORS —Presentation by Diane Bras, Family Law Facilitator, 
regarding the Placer County Superior Court Legal Help Center. 

10:'15 a.rrr. 

20. FACILITI' SERVICES/SEWER MAINTENANCE DISTRICT #1 -Public hearing closed. 
Resolution 2006-24 adopted annexing the Glenn Templeton property, APN 076-271-009, into the 
district. Subject property is located on Stanley Drive, Auburn. 

MOTION Weygandt/Holmes/Unanimous VOTE 4:0 (Gaines absent) 

10:30 a.m. 

21. COUNTY EXECUTIVE —Resolution 2006-30 adopted authorizing a ballot measure for the 
June 6, 2006 primary election asking the electorate to consider repeal of Measure F affecting the 
salaries of Placer County Deputy Sheriffs. MOTION Kranz/WeygandtlUnanimous VOTE 4:0 
(Gaines absent) 

10:45 a.m. 

22. COUNTY EXECUTIVE/PLACER CONSOLIDATED FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT 
Resolution 2006-31 adopted integrating the Placer Consolidated Fire Protection District fire 

hops://www.placer.ca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/22434/02-07-06-HTML 3/5/2021 
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protection responsibilities into Placer County dire upon dissolution of the District. In addition, 
directed County staff to bring fiorward establishment of County Service Area #28, Zone of Benefit 
193, concurrent with the District's dissolution to fund fire protection operations and capital 
facilities mitigation within the District area. MQTION Holmes/Weygandt/Unanimous VOTE 4:0 
(Gaines absent) 

11:00 a.m. 

23. PLANNING/APPEAL PENRYN 76 SIGN PERMiT & VARIANCE (PSIN20040783/ 
PVAA20050302). The property (APN 043-060-063 and Q43-060-064) is comprised of 5 acres, is 
zoned C1-UP-DC (Neighborhood Commercial, Combining CUP required, Combining Design 
Scenic Corridor) and is located at 3142 Boyington Road in the Penryn area. {Gontinued from 
January 'f 0, 2006) 

Conduct a public hearing to consider the following: 

a. Sign Permit (PSIN20040783) appeal by Bobby Rogers of the Planning Commission's denial of a 

sign permit for the re-facing of two existing canopies, 

MOTION Holmes/Santucci/Unanimous VOTE 4:0 (Gaines absent), to close the public 
hearing, overturn the decision of the Planning Commission, accept the CEQA 
Exemption (Page 296 of the agenda package) and direct staff to return with Findings. 

b. Variance (PVAA20050302) appeal by Bobby Rogers of the Planning Commission's denial of 
a variance for the construction of a 50-foot high freestanding pale sign where the maximum 
permitted height is 25 feet. 

MOTION Holmes/Weygandt VOTE 3:1:0 (Kranz No, Gaines absent}, to deny the variance appeal, 

ADJOURNMENT —Next regular meeting is Tuesday, February 21, 2006. 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS' 2006 MEETING SCHEDUL..E: 

February 21, 2006 

March 07, 2006 

March 21, 2006 

April 03, 2006 (Granlibakken, Tahoe) 

April 04, 2006 (Granlibakken, Tahoe) 

https://www.placer.ca.gov/DoeumentCenter/View/22434/02-07-06-HTML 3/5/2021 
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l~IEASUaE A 

PROPQSAL TC? REF'~AL MEASURE ~, 
PL.~4CER Ct)Ut~TY SHERIFF PAY ~RDINAhICE I[VITIATIV~ 

Under a current Placer County ordinance .enacted by a ballet measure in X976, Placer County 
Deputy Sheriffs cannot negptiate salaries. Under that ordinance, salaries are fixed according to 
a formula using the average salaries of similar posltlons in designated counties. 

Shatf this ordinance be repealed theret~y allrswin~ Placer County Deputy Sheriffs to negotiate 
their own satarles? 

YES N~ 

IMPARTIAL. ANALYSIS BY PLAG~R COUNTY COUNSEL 

in November of 1978, the voters of Placer 
County approved an initiative that adopted an ordinance 
Into the Placer Gounty Code. This ordinance requires the 
Placer County Sheriffs Department sworn law 
enforcement officers' salaries be fixed at the 4evel pf the 
average salaries of comparable positions in Nevada, EI 
Dorado and Sacramento Counties, 

This ordinance is codified as Placer County 
Code Section 3.12.040 Salaries-•Placer County Sheriffs 
Ordinance Initiative. Since this ordinance was enacted 
by the voters of Placer County, only a majority vote by 
Placer County voters voting on this measure can repeal 
the ordinance, 

If repealed, salary levels for sworn Iaw 
enfarcemeni employees in the Placer County Sheriff's 
Pe~~ar~mcz~t vrr~i~l~1 be c>st~Clisftecl lrr the s~niF r>>~anr~r3~ 

as ofl~tr Cotnily cmpl~;ye~: , lhro~.~h E~erl~dic nr~c;ni'~afu~~ 
~i:l4vt)efl Ul8 P!~Ct;f l;OUrNy E~(7;3rC1 U( SupGtViSvr5 r7ni) 

the representatives for sworn law enforcement 
employees of the Sheriff s Qepartmenk. 

A "YES" vote on this Measure A would 
repeal the existing ordinance and 
enable the Board of Supervisors and the 
Placer County Sheriff's sworn personnel 
to negotiate compensation in the same 
manner as other county employees. 

A "N~" vote on this Measure is a vote to 
retain the existing ordinance, 

Anthony J. La Boutf 
County Counsel 

By: Sabrina M. Thompson 
Deputy County Counsel 

m 



ARGtlM~NT IN fiA t~}R pF MEASURE A 

Measure A proposes that Piacer County Deputy Sheriffs 
have the opportunity to negotiate with the Caunly Far 
their salaries. 

Currently, under a Placer County ardlnance passed in 
1975, Deputy Sheriffs salaries. are .set according to a 
inrrnula based an neighboring counties pay. The result is 
khat some of .our best-trained. law enforcemenk officers 
are 3eaving the SherlfFs Department fir other agencies. 

Measure A simply provides Placer County Deputy 
Sheriffs with the saute nigh# as ether law enforcement 
agencies--ttte ability to directly negotiate with local 
government officlais who are accountable to taxpayers. 

In addition, Measure A will enhance government 
accountability to our County's taxpayers by allowing our 
elected Board of Supervisors to make the ultimate 
negotiating decisions on a~i components of deputies pay 
and benefits packages. 

'that's why members of the League of Plaeer bounty 
Taxpayers have expressed support (ar this measure end 
have worked cnaperatively with 3hs Placer County 
Deputy Sheriffs AssociatEon to ensure public 
accountability. 

• 7his measure does not raise taxes 

. This measure is about local control and fairness 

. 7his measure will in fact benefit taxpayers by 
providing better value for your tax dollars--
aliowing Placer County to recruit end retain 
outstanding Deputy Sheriffs 

This ballot measure would repeal a 3Q•year old initiative 
that prevents. sheriffs deputies from negotiating their 
salaries. 

d Duality c~~putie.: hired over the years have left for 
~i';gher s~3~arias ti~~~tl7 other police agencies 

. pitice~s with other agencies have to take a cut in 
pay to work for Placer County 

In a very competitive field, public safety positions 
are not being fi{lad in Placer County 

Thst's why Measure A is endorsed by Sheriff Ed Bonner, 
has the support of the Board of Supervisors and 
community leaders throughout the region. 

Don't compromise public Safety. Let's keep our 
outstanding Placer County [7e,puty Sheriffs Department. 

Vote YES on Measure A! 

SheriN ~d Bonner, Placer County 
Randy PadiAa, President, Placer County Deputy Sheriffs 
Association 
Gln~ Garbolino, Mayor of Roseviils 
Bit! Santucci, Placer Cauniy Supervisor 
Brad Fenocchio 

NO ARGUMEtJT AGAINST 
MEASURE A WAS SUBMIT7~D 



R~so~ur~on~ ran: sari-3o 

THE BOARD OF SUPERVISC}R3 OF THE COUNTY 
OF PLACER, STATE OF CALIF[)RNIA, DOES 
HEREBY RE50LVE THAT: 

WHEREAS, in November of 1876, the voters of 
Placer County approved an initiative identified as 
Measure F 'that set the salaries for sworn law 
enforcement officers employed with the Placer County 
Sheriffs Department based upon a formula sef in the 
Initiative; and 

WHEREAS, Placer County Code Section 
3.12.040 Salaries--Placer County Sheriff`s ordinance 
initiative 'ts a codified restatement of the ordinance 
adopted by the voters In the general election in 
November, 1976, and reads as follows: 

3.92.040 Salaries--Placer County sheriff's 
ordinance initiative. 

A. The board of supervisors sha11, at least 
ennuatly, determine fhe exisfing maximum salaries for 
the Neveda County sheriff's office, E1 ~orada County 
sheriff's office and Sacramento County sheriffs office 
for each class ofposition employ said age»else, 

B. Effective January 1, 9877, and eNectiva 
January 9st of each year thereafter fhe bard of 
supervisors shalt, during the month of January, 
determine fhe average salary for each class of positron 
as sat forth herei», and beginning the first period 
fo!lowrng January shall fix the average salary .for each 
class of position the PlacQr Gounry slteriN's office of a 
love! equal to fhe average of the salary fog the 
comparable positions in the hJevada County she~if('s 
office, EI Dorado County shyt'iff's office and the 
Sacramento County sheriff's office. 

C. As used herein the farm °compsrable 
ctass of position" sha(1 mean a group of positions 
substantially similar with respect to qualifications or 
duties or responsi6ilttles using the loftowing positrons 
as guidetinos: 

1. tJnd~rsheriff, inspector, corporal, 
captain, sergeant, dpu!y, tioutensrtt. 

D. The r.~rt,t~is;vrrs of this chapter shall 
~~rr,vart Quip any oN~!:itvise conlliriittg ~rvlSions i~:t~rrt~ 
~~,~~y rel~~rc: to salaries al county employes or oflrccrrs 
who ate elecisd by popular vote, and 

WHEREAS, the Planer County Deputy's 
Association has requested that the Placer County Board 
of Supervisors place on the June 6, 2006 primary election 

battat a measure to repeal this initiative; thereby removing 
the section quoted above from the Placer County Code; 
and 

NOW, TWEREF~RE, BE ll' aESOLVED by the 
Board of Supervisors of the Gounty of Placer, Siate of 
California, thak: 

1, The Board of Supervisors proposes a 
ballot measure to repeal Measure F, 
currently designated as Placer County 
Code Section 3,12,040 Salaries--Placer 
County Sheriff's Ordinance Initiative; 

2. Tha Board o~ Supervisors orders that the 
fallowing question ba placed as a County 
measure on the ballot of the Statewide 
Primary Election to be held June 6, 2006: 

MEASURE A 

Under s current Placer County ordinance enacted by a 
ballot measure in 1978, Placer County Deputy Sheriffs 
cannot negotiate salaries. Under that ordinance, salaries 
are fixed according to a formula using the average 
salaries of similar positions in designated counties, 

Shall this ordinance be repealed thereby allowing Placer 
Gouty Deputy Sheriffs to negotiate their own sa(arles7 

YES ~ NO 

The following Resol~r;itm ~1i.a~ duly passr~3 by the Ro~rd 
of Supervisors of kh~ Gcunty of Pf~3c~~r at a regular 
meeting held February 7, 20b6 by the following vote on 
roll cai1: 

Ayes: WEYGANDT, HOLMES, KRANZ, SANTUCCI 

Noes: NpNE 

Absent: GAINES 

Signed and approved by me after its passage. 

Bifl Santucci 
CHAIRMAN, BOARD O~ SUPERVlSdRS 

Attest: 
Clerk of said Board 
Ann Holman 
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"-~ PLACER COUNTY CLERK — RECf~RDER —
REGlS7RAR O.F. VOTERS 

Elections pivision 2956 Richardson Drive P.O. Box 5278 ~ Aubum, CA 956D 
(530) 886.5650 ~ FAX (530) 866.5688 

www.placer, ca.gov/elections 

JIM McCAULEY 
County Clerk-Recorder-Registrar 

RYAN RONCO 
Assistant Registrar-Recorder 

i, JIM McCAU~EY, County Clerk-Recorder-Registrar of Vo#ers, County of Placer, 
State of California, do hereby certify that on June 26, 2006, i canvassed the votes 
cast in the Gubernatorial Primary Election and the results of said canvass are as 
follows: 

(See Attached) 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF i have set my hand and affixed my official seal on this 
26`n day of June 2006 in accordance with the laws of the State of California. 

/~/Snf t .-
,! l r Iq

jinn r~~cnu ~~~-~ 
PLACER COUt~ CLERK-

R~CORDER-REGi57RAR QF V07ERS 
State of California 



OFFICE OF 
PLACER COUNTY CLERK -RECORDER - 

REGISTRAR OF V~TEi~S 

EleGions Division 2956 Richardson Drive ~ PA. Box 5278 ~ Auburn, CA 956 
(530) 886-5650 ~ FAX (530) 88G5588 

www, placer~ca.gov/e leciions 

J!M McCAULEY 
County Clerk-Recotder•ftegistrar 

RYAN RONCO 
Assistant Registrar-Recorder 

I, JEM McCAULEY, County Clerk-Recorder-Registrar of Voters, County of Placer, 
State of California, da hereby certify that on May 16, 2005, a Logic and Accuracy 
test was completed in conjunction with the Gubernatorial Primary ~lectian and the 
results were satisfactory. 

1N Wl7NESS WHEREOF I have set my hand and affixed my official seat on this 
26~h day of June 20b6, in accordance with the laws of the State of California. 

t 
1~~ __ 

JIM McC ~E~Y 
PLACER CO T Y CLERK-

RECOR~ER- REGISTRAR OF VOTERS 
State of California 



PLACER COUNTY ~~ 
CIFFICIAL ELECTION SUMMARY 

3UTl~ fit, Z~Q~ 

FINAL 

i~;i1c ~?r,-7r;:o6 
`1'ime:12:09_t~l 

Prge:l of ~? 

Registered Voters 175945 -Cards Cast 80042 45.49"lo Num. Report Precinct 318 - Num. Reporting 318 100.00%, 

GOVERNOR DEM DEM 
Total 

~ Number of Precincts ~ 18
Precincts Reporting 318 100.0 
~l~ul;ilVcrt~ __ 26894__,_.

PERIL A~C~I~. I.il~k :~ 12>~~) 4b.59% ~ 

STEVE WESTLY 11995 44.60% ;

BARBARABECNfi[. 648 2.41% 

JOE BROUILLETTE 382 1.42% 

VIBERT G1iEENE 339 t.~b% 

MICHAEL S'fRIMLIIVG 250 0.93%~ 
FRANK A. MACALUSO JR 175 O.GS% ~ 

JERALD ROBERT GERST 170 d.63%j 

Write-in Votes 406 f 51 °/,, j 

vv v ~ni~~,~ c.c:r ----
Tatal 

Number of Precincts ~ 1$ 
Precincts Reporting 318 100.0 
Tota! Votes ~ '~~ 3̀— - _ ~w-- -- — -- — __ 
A. SC'114~'.~IZ`/,i~NL~ ;(~l=1t 40314 91.93% 

BILL CIiAMBF,RS 1280 2.92% 
ROB~[iT C. NEWMAN II g30 Z•~z°fib 
JEFF12r,Y R. BURNS 840 192% 

Write-in Votes 490 1.12% 

-~-- 
GOVERNOR AIP AIP 

Total { 
Number of Precincts 31$ 
Precincts Reporting 318 100.0 
7'at~l ~'~ne5 _._ 690 ___- 
EDWARll C. NOONAN 37C~ 57.49"l0 
Write-~n Votes 314 45. S 1 °/n . 

GOVERNOR GRN GRN 
~rocal 

Number of Precincts 3 ~ g 
Precincts Reporting 3I8 100.0 %I 

Deal \'ot~~s 335 ~ 
PETER ~11i;1 I.I. ('.~Sf l: iC} 296 $$36% 
Write-in Votes 39 l 1.64%t 

GOVERNQR LIB I.III 
Tatal 

Number of Precincts 318 
Precincts Reporting 318 I OD.O 
Total Vates 232 
AI2T OLIVIER 20b 88.79% 
Writeaa Votes z6 1~.2~°~a ` 



PLACER Ct~Ul`JTY Date:06/26/06. 

C}FFICIAL ELECTION SUMMARY 
Time:12:b9:01 
Page:21 of 22 

~UTiC ~, 2~~5 

FIIyAL 

Registered Voters 175945 -Cards Cast 8042 45.44% 1~um. Report Precinct 31& - Num. Reporting 3I8 100.00% 

A-PLACER DEPUTY SIiERIFF 

Number of Precincts 
Precincts Reporting 
Total Votes 

YES 

Total 
318 
318 100.0 °1~ 

76364 
38841 50.86°/, 
37523_ ..99.14% 

B• SIERRA COLLEGE BOND 55 PERCENT 
'1'otat 

Number of Precincts 261 
Precincts Reporting 261 100.0 
Total Votes 63136 
$ONDS NO 35556 56.33% 
BONDS YES 2756b 43.67°/u 

C- LINCOLN CITY CLERK 

Number oSPrecincts 
Precincts Reporting 
'Dotal Votes 
YES 
NO 

I7- LIIVCULN CITY TREASURER 

Tatal 
26 
26 100.0 %s 

9004 j 
A7b3 52.90%~ 

__ 4241 47.1Q% 

Tota! j 
Number of Precincts 26 1 
Precincts Reporting 26 100.0 
Total Votes 8497 
NO 4525 50 29% 
YES 4472 49 7l 

E- AI:TA PARCEL TAX 
', Total 

I~wnber of Precincts 3 
E'~ Precincts Reporting 3 100.0 % 

Total Votes (r I (i 
YES 390 63.31 

', Nth 226 36.69%' 

G-GRAND SCHOOL BOND 55 PERCENT 
`['otal y 

Number of Precincts 2 
Precincts Reporting 2 100,0 °lo 
Total Votes 110 
BONDS NO 78 70.91% 
BONDS YE5 32 29A9%! 



.MEASURE A 

PROPOSAL TD REPEAL MEASURE F, 
PLACER COUNTY SHERIFF PAY ORDINANCE INITIATNE 

Under a current Placer County ordinance enacted by a ballot measure in 1976, Placer County 
Deputy Sheriffs cannot negotiate salaries. Under #hat ordinance, salaries are fixed according to 
a formula using the average salaries of similar positions in designated counties. 

Shall this ordinance be repealed thereby affowing Pincer County Deputy Sheriffs to negotiate 
their awn salaries? 

IMPARTIAL ANALYSIS BY i'~ACER CC}UNTY COUNSEL 

In November of 1976, the voters of Placer 
County approved an initiative that adopted an ordinance 
into the Placer County Code. This ordinance requires the 
Placer County Sheriffs Department sworn Iaw 
enforcement officers' salaries be fixed at the level of the 
average salaries of comparable positions in Nevada, EI 
Dorado and Sacramento Gounties. 

This ordinance is codified as Placer County 
Code Section 3.12.040 Salaries--Placer County Sheriff s 
Ordinance Initiative. Since this ordinance was enacted 
by the voters of Placer County, only a majority vote by 
Placer County voters voting on this measure can repeal 
the ordinance. 

If repealed, salary levels for sworn law 
enforcement employees in the Placer County Sheriff's 
Deparkment would be established in the same manner 
as other County employees, through periodic negotiation 
between the Placer County Board of Supervisors and 

the representatives far sworn iaw enforcement 
employees of the Sheriff's Department. 

A "YES" vote on this Measure A would 
repeal the existing ordinance and 
enable the Board of Supervisors and the 
Placer County Sheriffs sworn personnel 
to negotiate compensation in the same 
manner as other county employees. 

A "NO" vote on this Measure is a vote to 
retain the existing ordinance. 

Anthony J. La Bouff 
County Counsel 

By: Sabrina M. Thompson 
Deputy County Counsel 



ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF MEASURE A 

Measure A proposes that Placer County Deputy Sheriffs 
have the opportunity to negotiate with the County for 
their salaries. 

Currently, under a Placer County ordinance passed in 
1976, Deputy Sheriffs salaries are set according to a 
formula based on neighboring counties pay. The result is 
that some of our bes#-trained law enforcement officers 
are leaving the Sheriffs Department for other agencies. 

Measure A simply provides Placer County beputy 
Sheriffs with the same right as other law enforcement 
agencies--the ability to directly negotiate with loco( 
government officio{s who are accountable to taxpayers. 

In addition, Measure A will enhance government 
accountability to our County's taxpayers by allowing our 
elected Board of Supervisors to make the ultimate 
negotiating decisions on all components of deputies pay 
and benefits packages. 

That's why members of the League of Placer County 
Taxpayers have expressed support for this measure and 
have worked cooperatively with the Placer County 
Deputy Sheriffs Association to ensure public 
accountability. 

This measure does not raise taxes 

This measure is about local control and fairness 

• This measure will in fact benefit taxpayers by 
providing better value for your tax dollars--
allowing Placer County to recruit and retain 
outstanding Deputy Sheriffs 

This ballot measure would repeal a 30-year oEd initiative 
that prevents sheriff's deputies from negotiating their 
salaries. 

+► Quality deputies hired over the years have left for 
higher salaries with other police agencies 

. Officers with other agencies have to take a cut in 
pay to work for Placer County 

In a very competitive field, public safety positions 
are not being filled in Placer County 

That's why Measure A is endorsed by Sheriff Ed Bonner, 
has the support of the Board of Supervisors and 
community leaders throughout the region. 

Don't compromise public safety. bet's keep our 
outstanding Placer County Deputy Sheriffs Department. 

Vote YES on Measure A! 

Sheriff Ed Bonner, Placer County 
Randy Padilla, President, Placer County Deputy Sheriffs 
Association 
Gina Garbolina, Mayor of Roseville 
Bill Santucci, Placer County Supervisor 
Brad Fenocchio 

NO ARGUMENT AGAINST 
MEASURE A WAS SUBMITTED 



RESOLU710N NO: 2006-3d 

THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE COUNTY 
OF PLACER, STATE OF CALIFORNIA, DOES 
HEREBY RESOLVE THAT: 

WHEREAS, in November of 1976, the voters of 
Placer County approved an initiative identified as 
Measure F that set the salaries for sworn law 
enforcement officers employed with the Placer County 
Sheriffs Department based upon a formula set in the 
initiative; and 

WHEREAS, Placer County Code Section 
3.12.440 Salaries--Placer County Sheriff's Ordinance 
Initiative is a codified restatement of the ordinance 
adopted by the voters in the general election in 
November, 1976, and reads as follows: 

3.12.04D Salaries--Placer County sheriff's 
ordinance inifiafive. 

A. The board of supervisors shall, at leasf 
annually, determine fhe existing maximum salaries for 
fhe Nevada Counfy sheriff`s office, EI Dorado County 
sheriff's office and Sacramento County sheriff`s office 
for each class of position employ said agencies. 

B. Effective January 7, 7977, and effective 
January 9sf of each year thereafter the board of 
supervisors shall, during the month of January, 
determine the average salary for each class of position 
as set forth herein, and beginning the first period 
following January shall fix the average salary for each 
class of position fhe Placer County sheriff's office of a 
level equal to the average of the salary for the 
comparable positions in the Nevada County sheriff's 
office, EI Dorado County sheriff`s office and the 
Sacramento County sheriff`s office. 

C. As used herein the term "comparable 
class of position" shall mean a group of positions 
sulastanfia/ly similar with respect to qualifications or 
duEies or responsibilities using the following positions 
as guidelines: 

9. Undersheriff, inspector, corporal, 
capfarn, sergeant, deputy, lieutenant. 

D. The provisions of this chapter shall 
prevail over any otherwise conflicting provisions which 
may relate to salaries of county employees or officers 
who are elected by popular vote, and 

WHEREAS, the Placer County Deputy's 
Association has requested that the Placer County Board 
of Supervisors place an the June 6, 2006 primary election 

ballot a measure to repeal this initiative; thereby removing 
the section quoted above from the Placer County Code; 
and 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the 
hoard of Supervisors of the County of Placer, State of 
Cali#ornia, that: 

The Board of Supervisors proposes a 
ballot measure to repeal Measure F, 
currently designated as Placer County 
Code Section 3.12.040 Salaries--Placer 
County Sheriff s Ordinance Initiative; 

2. The Board of Supervisors orders that the 
following question be placed as a County 
measure on the ballot of the Statewide 
Primary Election to be held June 6, 2006: 

MEASURE A 

Under a current Placer County ordinance enacted by a 
ballot measure in 1976, Placer County Deputy Sheriffs 
cannot negotiate salaries. Under that ordinance, salaries 
are fixed according to a formula using the average 
salaries of similar positions in designated counties. 

Shall this ordinance be repealed thereby allowing Placer 
County Deputy Sheriffs to negotiate their own salaries? 

YES ~ NO , 

The following Resolution was duly passed by the Board 
of Supervisors of the County of Placer at a regular 
meeting held February 7, 2006 by the following vote on 
roll call: 

Ayes: WEYGANDT, HOLMES, KRANZ, SANTUCCI 

Noes: NONE 

Absent: GAINES 

Signed and approved by me after its passage. 

Bill Santucci 
CHAIRMAN, BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

Attest: 
Clerk of said Board 
Ann Holman 



~`c~ request r~ 

4 + ~ ~. ~ ~. 

Far questions please call: 
(53Qj 8~6-5650 ar toll free in 
California 1-800-824-8683 
Website address: 
ti ~'~ b~J.fi ' ~ ~ ~f'. ~r(~~~ (~(;? 1:11`; 

E mail address: 

Precinct: 

Take Phis sample ballot to your palling place for reference. 
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Each candidate's statement in this pamphlet is volunteered by the 
candidafi~ and is prinked at the expense of the candidate unless 
otherwise determined by the city, special district or school district 
in which the candidate is running. Since candidate statements 
are voluntary, not every candidate has submitted a statement for 
printing in this pamphlet. 

By Iaw, 'candidate statements. and ballot arguments are 
printed exactMy as .submitted. This includes any spelling or 
grammatfcat errors submit#ed by the ~uthars on their original 
documents. 

t • ~►' ~' • ~ ~ , 

Propo~itivn 34 Expendifiurs Limits 

These candidates are running in state legislative races_ Tfae candidates thak have accepted the 
{'reposition 34 expenditure limits are indica#ed with an astr~risk (*} next to their Haines. This list 
is current from the Secretary of State as of press #ime. 

State Senate, Distric# 4 
Samuel Aanestad, REP 

" Paut R. Singh, DEM 
'' Robert We(Is Vizzard, GRIV 

Tony Munroe, LIB 

State Assembly, District 4 
~' Gerald Milton Fritts, GRN 
Ted Gaines, REP 

" Robert Wesley Haswell, DEM 
"Paul Hunt, REI' 
* Michael Patrick Murphy, L!B 

State Assemb{y, District 3 State Assembly, ISistrict 5 
"Michael "Mickey" Harrington, DEM *Brandon Bell, DEM 
*Rick Keene, REP "Michael Lopez, PF 

* Roger Niello, REP 

►7~` 



MEASURE A 

PROPOSAL Td REPEAL MEASURE F, 
Pl..ACER CUUN7Y SHERIFF PAY QRDINANCE INITIATIVE 

Under a ctt~~rer~t PS~ce~- Cc~ur7iy +~rdirtaii~~ f;r~acteci by a t~ailot measure in '1~~7~, Ptac;t:a~ County 
Deputy ~il~eriffs c~r~noi r~eG~utiate :;alarie~. U~acl~r ti~a4 ordi►7~7i~ce, salaries are ~fixc~d according to 
a for~~~~al~~ using ttit; ~~vera~c salarie;~ c7f sin~il<<r E>ositions in designated counties. 

Shall this ordinance be repealed thereby allowing Placer Gounty Deputy Sheriffs to negotiate 
their own salaries? 

YES m 

IMPARTIAL ANAL.Y5l5 BY PLACER COUNTY COUNSEL 

In November of 1976, khe voters of Placer 
~o~inty a~ppi~v~;i ~n iiyitiativ~ tP~at adbp{ec! <7~~ ti~rclina;~c~. 
info tip,, Pl~c~.- {;c~i,nly C.ocir:. 'phis, cardii~~ai7c:~ r~~~uires t}~e 
i~l~i~ef Co~ltity `~hnri~f's ~~c:}:arliner~t sworn lay^i 
~tlforce~ttc;nt t ffih:rsis' s,~l7ri~~; bc~ fi~:c~a cat lhi; Ir,yel 4f t1~G 
average salaries of comparable positions in Nevada, EI 
Dorado and Sacram~hto Gounkies. 

This ordinance is codified as Placer County 
Code Section 3.12,040 5alaries--Placer County Sheriffs 
Ordinance Initiative. Since this ordinance was enacted 
by the ooters o` F°lacer County, only a majority vote by 
Placer Caur~ly v~~icrs voting on this measure can repeal 
the ordinance. 

If repe~leci; salary levels for sworn law 
enforcement employees in the Placer County Sheriff's 
i~~:~~urtmi>nt ~vnu!d bE~ !~st~blished il~ Ih~~ s3ir,r~ t~nannc,r 
<3s other C~w~iy~ en~pluyc~es, tiirt:~u~~h ~~c,rio~J,c rtcycii~~tarrn 
bE-tv;ec~n the PIaC;c~r Ceounty L3oG7;~i1 ~f Supe:~vlsors ~~nd 

Al 

the representatives far sworn {aw enforcement 
employees of the Sheriff's Department. 

A "YES" vote on this Measure A would 
~e~.,~:~al the existi~~g ordinance and 
~n~lal the Board ~; upervisors and the 
Placer County Sheriff s sworn personnel 
to negotiate compensation in the same 
manner as other county employees. 

A "NO" vote on this Measure is a vote to 
retain the existing ordinance. 

Anthony J. La Bouff 
County Counsel 

By; Sabrina M. Thompson 
Deputy County Counsel 



ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF MEASURE A 

Measure A proposes that Placer County Qeputy Sheriffs 
have the opportunity to negotiate with the County for 
their salaries. 

Currently, under a Placer County ordinance passed in 
1976, Dupu[y 5herif(s s~~l~ri~s are sit ~rc~rdir~g to a 
fonn~~i4~ based on neighboring cot~nti~,s ~~ay. Ti~~c: resell is 
that some of oUl' test-traint~~1 I~~;~ enfarcernei~t officers 
are leaving khe Sheri#fs Department for other agencies. 

~~~asure A simply provides i~lacer County Dr>.{~uty 
5h~;nffs with the same right as other law enforcen,cnt 
agencies--the ability to directly negotiate with local 
government officials who are accountable to taxpayers. 

In addition, Measure A will enhance government 
accountabPl~E~ to`our CoErnty's taxpayers by allowing our 
elected Bold of Supervisors to make the ultimate 
negotiating decisions on all components of deputies pay 
and benefits packages. 

That's why r,~embc ~s of fhe Le~gus of Placer County 
Taxpayers have expressed support for this measure and 
h~vc G~rorked cooperatively with the f'I~_~c~>r C;o~+nty 
(}t~~~~,ty Sheriffs Associa~tlon ~ to ~r~stu~c: ~,~~~b1ic 
accou~~ta;~i~ity. 

This measure does not raise taxes 

• This measure is about local control and fairness 

. This measure will in fact t~c~rtiefit ►~~xpayer~ by 
providing better value for ygur tax dollars--
allowing Placer County to recruit and retain 
outstanding Deputy Sheriffs 

This i~alluf measure would rural a 30-year ald initiative 
th~~i }~rrvents sheriffs de(~uties from ncgc,tating their 
salari~:s. 

Quality deputies hired over the years have left for 
higher salaries with other police agencies 

~ Officers with other agencies have to take a cut in 
pay to work for Placer County 

• In a very competitive field, public safety positions 
are not being filled in Placer County 

That's why IVleasure A is endnrsed by ~herf~ ~d Bonner, 
has the support of the C~aard of SupeCvsors and 
community leaders throughout the region. 

Don't compromise public safety. ' LeYs key p our 
outstanding I~3acer County Deputy Sheriffs Department. 

Vote YES on Measure A! 

Sheriff Ed Bonner, Placer Caunty 
Randy Padilla, President, Placer County Deputy Sheriffs 
Assaciaticn 
Gina Garbolino, Mayor of Roseville 
Bill Santucci, Placer County Supervisor 
Brad Fenocchia 

NO ARGUMENT AGAINST 
MEASURE A WAS SUBMITTED 



• • !~~ 1 

THE BOARD l7F SUPERVISdFtS C1F THE COUNTY 
OF PLACER, STATE OF CALIFORNtA~, DOES 
HEREBY RESOLVE THAT: 

WHEREAS, in November of 1976, the voters of 
Placer County approved an initiative identified as 
Measure F that set the s~iaries for sworn -law 
enforcement officers employed with the Placer County 
Sheriffs Department based upon a formula set in the 
initiative; and 

LNI iC~FtL~S, 1~1~:~c:~:r C:o~.ir~ty t:;c~e Ser:ti~~ri 
3.12.b40 SK~17ries--Pl:nc{>>r Cc~lmfy `a~~~vri(f's C)rdin~nc~ 
Itl4tiativK: is rx cn~lifiej rt~~slz~tr-~n;r~+~~t of thr~> Qrdina;'~c~~: 
~d~:~~,ted b}c the votefs in tihe gen~rai etection in 
~~~~:rr,rni~7er, 1978, and reads as follows: 

3.12.040 Salaries--Ptacsr County sheriffs 
ordinance Initiative, 

,~. The, t~t~<~rcl nl suix'tvisC~i:~ sha;l, <,t Ie:~'~s{ 
~f)t7uttll;~, dPt~'t?~~ir~~ llae~ c>xi..; r~q ~i'~~xtt11%,~n' s<~l,~tir;rs (vi' 
the iti'rav3d8 Colin!}~ ~iiF~ri(i's pl,fice. t-1 l)nr'<1ClC Cc~un!Y 
sherlft's p#ico and Sacramento County sheriff's office 
f01' 88th c18ss Of l~o~iirorl crn,ul~y s~~id ~a~~r;ncic~. 

$. ~~(fec(ive Ja;~uary 9. 'l;)i'7, r~nel &ffccffVB 
J~titl~~~y ~.'.Sr of et~r;?t yr~~r tl~r;~r~c~t(er the ,'~n~;~ci of 
uunt~~v;sr»~<; stt~~,'.~, c,+uru~g t1i~ rnon(1) o~ J'~u~uarti~ 
tlr.,rcrrrtli~e the t~vGr~ ~~? ,s~ii +ry for >t+<;h G:l~1s5 of ~~~sifr.~rr 
~S set fgrth fzaroin, and l~ec~innl;~c~ thr; first ~rerro~i 
ioJlowing January shah frx tha ~,vc~r<i ~r s~~ pry fc~r each 
cl,3;s ofposifivn ilia, PI~Cer Gour~ty shc;i'ilf5 ~~!li~~ <+t _~ 
fr~v~;l cgri~31 I« tl~e: ~ivc>r~a:;n of flr;~ salary /nr Il~~c~ 
Co+~i~~~:+r~~ble f~osi(ion.~ ire tl~u ~~levatJcz Co~~t#~y Sl~reritl's 
~affice, EI L~or~~rlo Count}~ 5t~eriff's OfffCe ettd the 
M,a::r~~~n~,nr~a Cn~arrtysi~~r.;~;if's oKtce. 

C. As used herein the term "comparable 
class of position" shall mean a group of positions 
su1.~s''ar~tially S~rtail~~r ~~~lfh r~esf~ecf t0 t;us,liRcalions pP 
tli~tir~s or~ respc~>> il~iliEi~~s ifsii~~~ the follo~;~ir~ t ~.x~~sifions 
as guide►roes: 

7. Undersheri~` inspector, corporal, 
C8pta1f7, SBfgearit, de(~~rly, licutcnanl. 

U. The f~rovisior~s of t~;is ch~~l~ier sl~;_ttI 
pt't:~v~~il over ~.~1y' ufhc:r~l~i;r~r rontNrtirtg j.;r~~visipn.; ~~rhicY~ 
ai~r~y rel~~ie (c> sal,.iri~~s tit Ct~tu7ty c;r+~~>IOyABS Of offiCel"9 
ltd(lC)c;tC; r,~in(;I('tl t;~~ OOf;Ul~~r Vpli3, 7ilri 

t~uii~R~As, the Placer ~Ga~~n~ty pep~,ty' 
Assoaiaiic~n has requested that the P1~cerCounty f3~.~~d 
of Supervisors place on the June 6, 2008 primary election 

A3 

ballot a measure to repeat this initiative; thereby removing 
the seckian quoted above tram the Placer County Code; 
and 

W(1yV, r1li~fC:FQRE, B~ IT RESOI~V~D by the 
Board of 5trpervisors of the County of ~~i:~cer, State of 
California, that: 

'1 "1~1'~~ _~r.~ ;rtil of ~~.ip~tvisore ~rrC:ji05i'; :-i 
I;al{oi me~ast<<~~~ to ri:~~c>al Nl~~~~:;ura~ }=, 
currently Cf~.sic~n<3ir-:d ~,s ~'!ri~ei County 
Cede Sr:i;tiot; 3.1?.O~~ : S~:Eir{ric:s--f'I~ac<~r 
County ~t~eriffs nrcil~~~~nee Ini~iativ~; 

2. The Bo<~rtl of ~i~p~:r~~Isr~is vt:lers thal sir 
follc~vrsny ~~ue:.~;ion ~it~ pl~~~e;i ~~s U Co~miy 
jne;asure on ;hc~ laai;r~t of the' .~~;~te~~~iclr 
Prims~ry ~lectio~lt~ be t~21ci .lw~c~ G, ~OD6. 

MEASURE A 

lxncler 3 Ct~rrerit P{acor COUnIy ordin~anCe en~Ct~~~j t?y 
ballot measure in 1~~76, f'lac~;r ~o~mty Deputy Sheriffs 
~~+nnof regotiat~: s~.l~ries. Under that or~in~nce ; s~~l~ri~s 
era fixed acc~~rding 10 a formula ur,+ng Ilia av~~agc 
~alarieb ~i similar posit~on~ 'in dosignated cc,unties, 

Shall this brcfinanc~ be repe~~led 4hc:ree~y alicti•~ing I'ir3cr;r 
County Deputy Sheriffs to nc.gotiaiQ thc;~r 4u~~ satari~ s? 

YE5 T„ NO __._,. 

The fallowing Resolution was duly passed by the (";raarr.~ 
of Supervisors of the County of Placer at a regular 
meeting held February 7, 2006 by the following vote ~r I 
roll ca{I: 

Ayes: WEYGANDT, HC3i.MES, KRANZ, SANTUCCI 

Noes: Nt~NE 

Absent: GAitVES 

Signed and approved by me after its passage. 

Bill :~antt~z:'.i 
CHftlf-:tt~AN, BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

Attest: 
Clerk of said Board 
Ann Holman 

■ 





~' ~ * ~ ~ ~ • 

(n #h~ matter af: An ordinance amending 
~3.12.~40 of the Placer County Code, pertaining 
to the ' compensation of specified safety 
managers. 

• s . .1.i 

Introduced: December 15 2020 

The follcawing Ordinance was duly pissed by the hoard of Supervisors of the County of 

F~lacer at a regular meeting held January 12, 2021, by the follawing vote: 

Noes: NCJNE 

Absent: NONE 

Signed and approved by me after its passage. `~~ ~ ~ `~`~ 
~ ~ s p~ 

Chair, Board of Supe i, rs 

At~~st: ~ ,~~~ 
', 

'k ~ p - 
~ , 

Clerk aY said Board 
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Sectian 1. County Code Chapter 3, Article 3.1.2, Section 3.12.040 regarding Salaries related to 
the F~Iacer County Sheriff's C7rdinance Initiative is amended as set forth in Exhibit A, attached 
hereto and incorporated herein by reference. 

~ectian 2. That this ordinance shelf be effecfive upon adoption. 

S~ectian 3. That #his ordinance amendment is adapted as a codified ardinanee. 

Page 2 of 3 



That the following section .3.12.040 of chapter 3 of the Placer County Code is hereby 
amended to read as indicated (additions to ordinance shown in bald and underline, deletions 
shown in ~ ). 

~.12.D4~1 ~a(aries—Placer County sheriff's ordinance initiative. 

A. The board of supervisors shall, at least annually,. determine the existing maximum 
salaries for the Nevada County sheriff's office, El Dorado bounty sheriff's office, a~ld 
Sacrainen~o County sheriff s office for each class of position employed by said agencies, 

B. Effective January 1, 1977, and effective January 1st of each year thereafter tie board of 
supervisors s11a11, during the month of January, determine the average salary for each class of 
pasitio~ ~s sct firth herein, and beginning the first period following January shall fix the average 
salary .for. each class of position in the Placer County sheriff's office at a Ievel equal to the 
average of the salaries for the comparable positions in the l~revada Counfy sheriff's office, El 
Dorado County sheriff's office and the Sacramento County sl~erifi's office. 

C. As used, herein. the term "comparable class of position" shall mean a group of positions 
substantially similar with respect t~ qualifications or duties or responsibilities using the 
followil~g positions as guidelines: 

1. ' T"''a"~'"'"'r~ " :~+~ ,-~~~~~--~sP~~e~er~~Corporal, ~-,-sergeant, deputy;i:,,, 

D. The .provisions of this chapter shall prevail over any otherwise conflicting provisions 
which may relate to salaries of county employees or officers wllo are not elected by popular vote. 

n~r,.r;~;;;, ~ ;,.,,.,~ ~~ ~u
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Background................................................................................................................................................. 2 
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September 2020 

C 

! the r ~~is~rs r ~ ~~ r~ ~~i~ 
No, public safety is one of the Board of Supervisor's top priorities. 

The Board has annually demonstrated its support for law enforcement by increasing the 
amount of discretionary funding for the Sheriff's Office each year, including Fiscal Year 
2020-21. Public Safety is the only county function that has experienced a material 
increase in countywide spending per capita over the last forty years. 

The Deputy Sheriffs' Association (DSA) is the public employee union that represents the 
more than 250 sworn law enforcement officers employed by the offices of the Placer 
County Sheriff and District Attorney, including Deputy Sheriffs II and Sheriff Sergeants. 

The average total cost for a Placer County Deputy Sheriff it is more than $200,000. The 
average total cost for a Placer County Sheriff's Sergeant is more than $250,000. 

Placer County's total compensation of deputies is 18%higher than that of surrounding 
counties, and 17%higher than local cities like Auburn, Roseville, Rocklin, and Folsom. 
These numbers do not include the value of Placer County's fully funded retiree health 
program, which is a top-tier benefit compared to that of other agencies. 

When considering salaries only, Placer County is 6~ below the labor market. This low 
wage does not reflect the attractiveness of the rest of Placer County's generous 
compensation package and creates an obstacle to recruiting top-tier law 
enforcement professionals. The County's plan realigns the deputies' compensation 
structure to be more competitive in the market, while ensuring escalating costs do not 
inflate to an unsustainable level. 

See page 4 for a breakdown of the County's offer. 

The County is not proposing pay cuts for deputies. The County's offer is designed to 
keep paychecks whole, except fora 2% pre-tax contribution to retirement costs funded 
by the 5%increase deputies received in February 2020. 
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c~ ~ the ~~ r~~ ~ r~ s r~ ? 
In addition to public safety, the Board of Supervisors makes prudent financial planning a 
top priority. To consider the future taxpayers of Placer County, the Board makes several 
financial decisions related to remaining fiscally sustainable. Such decisions include 
adequately funding grainy-day fund or fully funding retiree health benefits, including 
our public safety retirees. 

The continued growth of compensation costs in the Sheriff's Office is escalating more 
rapidly than county revenues. The County wants to prevent future costs from escalating 
to an unsustainable level. 

Over the last twenty years, growth in deputy sheriff base salaries alone have outpaced 
the Consumer Price Index (CPI) ~ by over 30%, in addition to soaring pension costs. 

Since March 2018, the County has explored options with the Deputy Sheriffs' Association 
to address these concerns. 

The Board of Supervisors is fully committed to supporting the efforts of the Sheriff's Office 
to keeping our community safe -balanced with fiscal responsibility to future generations 
of Placer County residents. 

'CPI is the measure of the average change over time in the prices paid by urban 
consumers for a market basket of consumer goods and services. 
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>~° ~s ~.ia~ fi e- - : r~y c~k~c rr~ _ ~ ~ ~r~~~r~ (f~^,~y~°~ 

The primary financial elements of the County's offer include: 

• Employees will contribute an additional 2~ of pay to their retirement benefits, 
funded by the 5.15% salary increase deputy sheriffs received in February 2020. 

Salaries will increase by 7%. Special pays for Peace Officer Standards and 
Training certificates will decrease by 7%. (See information about "special pays" 
below.) 

e Other special pays that are currently a percentage of pay will be converted to a 
unique equivalent flat amount per incentive. Increases can be negotiated. (See 
information about "special pays" below.) 

• The County will pay 80% of the health insurance premium plan most-selected by 
union members. Currently, the County pays 80% of any plan selected. 

Employees earning $875 per month for working in Tahoe must have a residence 
within fifty driving miles of the station. Currently, employees stationed in Tahoe 
receiving this stipend do not have any residency requirement. This change would 
only apply to employees newly assigned to Tahoe. 

No, the higher salaries proposed in the County's offer will be more attractive to 
potential candidates. That, in addition to the County's top-end compensation 
package, generous retiree health program, and unparalleled quality of life, will allow 
Placer County to continue to attract and retain the best talent available in the law 
enforcement community. 

i~ `as ~ ~ ~r,9 i~f r rat fry ~ „~ 

The County offers pay, or incentives, for a variety of assignments, training, certificates, 
etc. in addition to a deputy's base pay. Examples include education incentive, special 
teams pay, detective premium, night shift differential, bilingual pay, and longevity pay. 

iEE t ~ r ~ 6~ r ~~ ~ c~}~ ~ half? ~i a f ~ i t s~ 
No, the intent of the County's offer is for employees to receive at least their current 
amount earned for special pays like night shift, or "graveyard," pay. Some union 
members would even experience an increase in these special pays. 
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For example, union members currently assigned to the Investigations Division are paid a 
5%detective premium. Although 28 of the 34 detectives are Deputy Sheriff Ils, the 
County is offering to set the flat incentive amount for detective premium at $464 per 
month, which is equivalent to 5~ of the higher Sheriff's Sergeant base pay ($9,270 base 
monthly pay x 5% _ $464.) For those 28 Deputy Sheriffs working as detectives, the result is 
an additional $75 per month. 

~[ r~~'s ~ ~ ~~ ~ si r ~ s ~ ~ s ~v [ c~ ~ ~ 

No, the budget of the Sheriff's Office is fully funded, and there are no proposed 
changes to the number of law enforcement personnel available to serve the 
community. 
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taut anfract I~egofications betwr~en 
Placer ~o~ur~ty and the Deputy Sheriffs' Assaciatior~ 

September 2020 

The County has engaged with the union in two rounds of good faith negotiations, most 
recently for more than fifteen months over ten meetings. Both parties have submitted, 
modified, and withdrawn proposals in an effort to reach agreement. 

The County's most recent offer to the union included increases to four different 
compensation elements at the request of the union. These elements include Special 
Teams Pay, Stand-By Pay, Canine Pay, and Overtime Pay for court appearances. 

The County will continue to abide by the rules of collective bargaining and looks 
forward to continued coordination with the union to resolve the impasse. The next step 
is for both parties to meet in mediation. 
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C ~~~st~' sir r ~ fir c~~ ti ~~ 
Measure F, approved by Placer County voters in 1976, established that the minimum 
salary for various law enforcement positions will be equal to an average of salaries for 
comparable positions in the counties of EI Dorado, Nevada, and Sacramento. The 
voters have also given the Board of Supervisors the authority to negotiate higher 
salaries, which is the case in the County's current proposed offer. 

Over the last twenty years, Measure F has resulted in deputies receiving an average 
increase of nearly 4% every year, which has far exceeded CPI. When combined with 
special pays that are 45~ above the market average and employee retirement 
contributions far below market average, total compensation costs for the union are 
unstainable. 

s t ~ ~ r ~ s cri p~ ~ 
Salaries for other employees are not subject to Measure F. The Board has approved 
wage increases for other employees that are in line with CPI. Additionally, other 
employees have negotiated to pay their full share of retirement contributions and are 
not eligible for all the special pays that apply to members of the deputies' union. As 
such, concerns about unsustainable cost escalation do not apply to other employees. 

t p i s ~ ~ r . ~ ~ F~ ~ ~ ~~ rte € 
Measure F specifies that Placer County will compare law enforcement salaries to those 
in the counties of EI Dorado, Nevada, and Sacramento. Additionally, when evaluating 
the labor market, Placer County surveys several other counties with equivalent or higher 
costs of living, as well as cities in our region. 
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F~~ is fii~~ c~~r~~~ cis ~~ f~~ c ~ ~f~~s t~ ~y r ~~ fir r~ ir~r~~r~t ~ ~ d s~ 
A survey of surrounding cities and counties shows that the minimum percentage of pay 
law enforcement employees contribute to their pension benefits is 9~. The minimum 
amount Placer County deputies contribute is 5%. 

~~~ ~ i its ~r ~ r~ ~ r~ r r~~~~ - r- f~~ 
Pensions will continue to be the most significant benefit cost for the County. For 
employees currently contributing 5~, the County contributes over 47% of pay. If 
unchanged, that percentage is projected to grow to over 53%within four years. An 
additional 2%contribution from employees will only partially defray the anticipated 
escalation in County costs. 

The County offers a total of eleven health insurance plan options to union members. 
There is no proposed change to the number of plans available and any employee is 
able to select the health insurance plan that they feel meets their individual and family 
needs. 

hit ~s r~r~ ~r~ r~ c~ ~c~ ~t i s r 
Currently, the County pays 80% of the cost of ten different plan premiums. In its offer, 
the County proposes to limit its contribution to 800 of the current most widely-used plan 
by union members, which is Kaiser Permanence. 

The County recognizes that not all plans are available in all locations, which is one 
reason the County pays an additional $875 per month to union employees assigned to 
work in Tahoe. In further recognition of Tahoe employees, the County has offered to 
contribute 80~ of the most widely-used plan selected by employees assigned to work in 
that area, which is currently the Police Officers Research Association of California 
(PORAC) Anthem Blue Cross plan. 

Fiat ~s ~ t ~ pi s the r~ ~s ~ ~~s r ~ ~ rE ~ ~ ? 
If no employees made changes to their plan selections, 58%world experience no 
change in cost under the County's proposal. For others, the impact would be modest 
because 70% of the plans currently selected by union members have premium costs 
within 15~ of the most popular plan in their area. 
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~s the ~c ~~ girt ~~ ~~rt~i~ ~ F~~c~~~ ~~s ~ ~~ ~ ~i~r~s fir ~~t~r~~s~ 
No, retirees can choose their health plan at Open Enrollment each year and will 
continue to have access to all the plan options. 

Retirees receive up to the same County contribution toward their health insurance costs 
that active employees receive. if the deputies' union negotiates a different contribution 
from the County, retirees will also receive contributions based on what is negotiated. 
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)OSHtiAA. OLANDL'R www,inasta~ni.com BEHNAtv1 M. PARV(NIAN 
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HO x%AFD A. Li3EWv1AN C,~RLY M. \40RAN 
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llouc~s-r c~r.~ Ma ~ 10, 2021 h. cw~c Lus~vai 
SE"I H A. NLT;LEY ~ DYLAN L. AhARQUtiS 
MARK E.1X'ILSON RICKY E. n;ARTORANA 

Via U.S. &Electronic Mail 

Che Joluiso~l, Attorney for Placer County 
Liebert Cassidy Whitmore 
40Q Capitol Mall, Suite 1260 
Sacramento, California 95814 
cjohnson a~lcwlegal.cam 

Ike; Res~sanse to County's r~prii 20, 2021 Rejection of I3S~-i ~au~ter f~ffer to l~Iaintain 
Status (~ue~ 1'endang Resolutian of the Legal Dispute over Section 3.12.040. 

Dear Mr. Johnson. 

This letter res~~onds to your coi~espondei~ce on Apri120, 2021. The County advised it rejected the 
Placer County Deputy Sheriff's• Association's {"DSA"} counter-offer to maintain the status quo pending 
resoiutioi~ of the legal dispute over section 3.12.040's I~gaiity. Tlie County indicated its belief that further 
negotiations would be futile and again asserted its demand to repeal section 3.12.040 without submitting a 
measure to the Placer County voters. It appears the County is unwillilig to make any movement from this 
position. 

The DSA believes the issue over seetio~.1 3.12.040 is inextricably intertwined with the parties' 
current factfinding before Arbitrator Barris. During factfmding, the County admitted it was not making an 
inability to pay argument and could afford raises consistent with section 3.12,040. Thus, if the County is 
unwilling to move from its initial prpposal to unilaterally repeal section 3.1?.040, the DSA ~ropo~es the 
parties submit the issue to the current factfiuding panel. 

Please advise whether the County is agreeable to the DSA's proposal. Feel free to contacf me at 
tbillington@mastagni.com or (916) 318-4605 if you. ha~~e aziy questions or concerns. 

.Respectfully Subnutted, 

MA~TAGNI ~TOLSTEDT, A.P.C. 

~.. ~. __ „~ ~w _-- `---
~-___ _ _ _ 

TASHAYLA D. BILLINGTON 
Attorney at La~~v 

cc: Noah Frederito 
Brett D. Holt 
Kate Sampson 



i I ~. <<~f .:: I~~Ft~' ~ ~ I~~ SIT C~ . 

5250 iVc~~Ttt Pn~nt At~~, SLirE31t1 
FxFs~o, cnL~ro€~~:n 9~~n~9 

T.559.25b.7SDb ~:559,~49.~535 

cjohnson~ Icwlegal.cotr~ 
559.25b.7S05 

~~ay 13, X021 

Ms. Tash~~~l~ Killington 
1Vlastagn ~Ialstedi 
1912 I Street 
SaGranaento, CA 958 ~ 1 

Vie: ~'e~ era~> , j~'larc~~° l~~crce~° I~,~"A - ~,~,po se ~c~ l?S~4's r~,y 1' , ~ ~'~ ~e ~est~or° 
o~`r~ct-~'ir~r~irr~ 
~'iiez~- ~ttea°; ~'~060121 

I)e~r mss, ~ llingtoi~: 

I'r~ responding to yaz~r May 1(} letter. Iftl~e SSA agrees that the }~arf es have reached. an 
izn.~asse i~~ these ne~otiatinns, the ~oun~yr is amendable to ~equestin~ that tkae issue be submitted 
~o ~~i~ current fait-end ~a~ patzel for P~RTi Impasse nun~~e~• SA-IM-220-Ivy. Of course, ~~s. 
~-Iarris and the panel would Iza~~e tc~ agz•~e to include this additional issue as it u~as outside of t1~e 
prig nall~r assigned r~~att~r. The Cc~ur~~y ~~~c~uld ~1st~ Tike to confirm that this addiiianal item «gill 
not unduly delay the i~~uat~c~ ~f tl~e pastel's recom~ne~da~ions. 

Accordingl}r, i del e~~~ r~~~~ s~xould contact the g~an~l regardi~~,~ this nei~ patez~tia issue d 
~h~reaft~r request I~~ officially assign this matter to ~~1s, I-~~rris as the neutral fait-finder. 
F~u~-tl~er, ~~e should also stipulate that no additiana] hearing dates, testimnn}r, or at~uments are. 
required. If I hive in~cc~rrect~y interpreted dour Ivla~~ 1 O letter o~ the intent of the USA, please fe~,l 
free to cogitact me directl~~, 

Ver~~ truly yours, 

LIEBERT CASSIDY ~~H~TMORE 

,. 

Che I. Jt~linson 
C'~~~: 

Los Angeles I San Francisco I Fresno I San L~ieg~ 15a~ramenfo 
ww~w,lcwlegal.com 
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]OHN R. HOLSTEDT 1ASON M. F,11~F,RI' 
CWUf E. ]OHNSF.N JON ~7'HAN D. CHAh 
BRfAN.A. DIXON HRF,'I"I' D. BEYLER 
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PHILLIPR.A.MASTAGNI 
KATHLEEN V. A~iASTAGAl1 STOR2.4 

95811 ~~~T~~~~ 1111 ~~ 

~ 
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t
~t ~` San Jose: {408) 292-4802 
1~1 S~ockron: 209) 948-1158 C:HL•RYLC.A3'~ SOLI 

WILLIAM P. CRECER Tax 1D X94-2678460 I.osMgeles: (~73) 640-3529 
SPAN D. CURRIN AProFessional Corpurarion 

AN1SH K, SINGH 
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JOSHDAA. OLINDER 
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w~✓W mas~agni.Cam BEHNAb9 M. tARVINIAN 
DALHIR K. CHOPRA 
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DOUGLAS T. GREEN R CRAIG LUSIANI 
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May 14, 2021 

8~ra U.S: c~ Elects°runic email 

Che Jo]lnsan, Atto171ey for Placer County 
Liebert Cassidy Whitmore 
40Q Capitol Ma11, Suite 1260 
Sacramento, California 95814 
Email:. cjohnson@lcwlegal.com 

Re: Response to Cr~unty's I~~Iay 13, 2021 Cmrrespondence 

Dear Mr. Jolulson: 

This letter responds to your correspondence on May 13, 2021. The DSA is agreeable to 
place the matter before the factfi.zldiiig panel for PERB Impasse number SA-TINT-220-M. ~e agree 
#hat no additional hearing dates, testimony, or arguments are required. 

We can coordinate dates and dines to contact tlZe factfinding panel. Please provide your 
availability. Feel free to contact. me at tbillir~~ton(~3a,masta sn~, i.com or (916) 318-4605 if you have 
any questions or concerns.. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

It'IASTAGNI HULSTEI}T, A.P.C. 

~ ~._-__w_ .~ - . 

TASHAYLA D. BILLINGTON 
Attorney at Law 

ee: Noah Frederito 
Mark B. Salvo 
Brett D. Holt 
Kate Sampson 
David E. Mastagni 



From: Catherine Harris <charrisdisputeresolutions@att.net> 
S~n~: Thursday, May 20, 2021 827 PM 
T`a: Tashayla D. Billington; 'Jason Farren'; )Christenson@placer.ca.gov 
Cc: David E. Mastagni; 'Che i. Johnson' 
Subject: RE: Factfinding Panel SA-IM-220-M [DRAFT] 

Dear Counsel, 

The Panel met this evening. 

As part of our recommendation for an overall settlement of disputed contract terms, we will be addressing Measure F. 

Catherine Harris, Panel Chair 
On behalf of the enfire Panel 

From: Tashayla D. Billington [mailta:tbillington@mastagni.com] 
Sent: Friday, May 14, 2021 8:56 PM 
To: Catherine Harris <charrisdisputeresolutions@att.net>; Jason Farren <jfarren@placerdsa.org>; 
JChristenson@placer.ca.gov 
Cc: David E. Mastagni <davidm@mastagni.cam>; 'Che I. Johnson' <CJOHNSON@IcwlegaLcom> 
Subject: Factfinding Panel SA-IM-220-M [DRAFT] 

Dear Panel, 

The County and DSA have agreed to jointly request the Panel issue of finding on whether the County can repeal section 
3.12.040 of the Placer County Code, which Codifies the Measure F salary formula. The County has proposed repealing 
the ordinance in its entirety. The DSA proposed the parties maintain the status quo pending a legal resolution over the 
dispute. 

We would like the Panel to issue a finding. The County however, has requested confirmation that the Panel does not 
believe rendering a decision would increase the time to issue the factfinding report by more than 30 days. 

Please advise whether the Panel is agreeable to issue findings on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

~ s" + ;~ 

' AST~.GNI ~Q~,~1'~I~T', A.P.C. 
~a(~or at~d EnY~~i~yment I3epaa-g~nen~ 
I912 I Sheet, Sac~-aiy~e~~o, ~~ 9~~11 
Mair2: (916) 446-4692 f Fax: (9I6) 447-4614 
Direct: (916) 318-4605 ~ Cell: (916) 212-1509 

~'O~IFIL~.El\TJALI"I Y NOTICE -This e-mail message, if~cllTdil~g a~7y at~acl~i~~nts, is a private cou~t~iunicatiou sent b}~ a Iaw firrl2, 
l~~astagni I-3alstedt, A.P.C., and ma}~ contail~ confidential, le~atly privile~ec~ infor~natioz~ r~1e~i~t solely fo~~ the i~lte~~ded reei~iet~t. If ~~oU 
are Clot tie ir~tenc~ed reci~~ient, any use, distribution, ar copying of this carnl~~lit;ication is s2r-ictly pro~~ibzted. Please notify the sender 
ii17i11ediately by repl~~ii7g to this message, tlieu delete the e-~~~~il and an}~ ~tt~cl~n~e~~ts fi-o1n your s}~stez7i. T(1~z~k yo~z. 
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FACT FINDING PROCEEDINGS 

FUR~UANT TO MEY~RS-MILIAS BRC}WN ACT 

In the matter ova controversy between 

COUNTY OF PLACER, 

Employer, 
and 

PLACER COUNTY DEPUTY 
SHERIFFS' ASSOCIATION, 

Union, 

Re: Successor to 2015-20~ 8 MI~U. 

~2.EP~R~' OF FACT~'~IY~~NG 
PANEL AFTER HEARING 
Case Nn. SA-IM-220-M 

Chairperson: Catherine Harris, Esq. 
Arbitrator •Mediator 
Sacramento, California 

Union Panelmen~ber Employer Paneimembe~~ 
Sgt. Jason Farren Jane Clu7stenson 
Placer County Sheriffs Assistaiat County Executive 
Auburn, Califa~•nia Auburn, California 

for the Clnion: David E. Mastagni, Esq. 
Tashayla D. B~llington, Esq. 
Mastagni Holstedt, APC 
Sacramento, CA 

Fox the County: Che ~. Johnson, Esq. 
Liebert Cassidy Whitmore 
Sacramento, Califo~~nia 

REPORT OF THE FACTFINDING PANEL 

Background 

This factfindii~g arises out of an impasse in negotiations involving an assortment Qf 

j economic and non-economic issues. NegQtiatioz~s for a successor agreement to the 2015-

2018 MQU bega~~ o~i Ju~~e ~4, 2419. As of August 27, 2020, tl~e parties lead met for 

negotiations on nine occasions culminating in a last best and final offer (LBFO) from the 
i 
f County on July 21, 2020. The County has characterized the LBFO, which increased base 
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salary by 7% and reduced POST incentive pay by 7%, as an offer designed to minimize the 

adverse impact oxa the compensation of current employees while achieving long-term cost 

savings for the County. This offer was rejected by the Union based in Xaxge pant on the 

Union's concerns that its membership would nat approve any inroads into the continuing 

viability of Measure F (a local salary ordinance), as well as a concern that payment of base 

salary over and above what Measure ~ calls for might z~esult in a challenge by taxpayer 

groups. 

On August 2'7, 2020, the County declared impasse and r~ques~ed an impasse 

meeting. ~n August 31, 2(?24, the Union informed tt~e County that it was the Union's 

position that the LBFO contained several illegal terms making it improper to declare 

impasse.' On C}ctober 20, 2x20, tlae Cau~zty ve~•bally notified the Union that it was 

withdrawi~lg the LB~'O and seeking to resume bargaining uTith the Union based on what the 

County has described ~s "signif cant steps to modify its ~aroposals" during the course of a 

confidential mediation. The following day, on October 21, 2fl20, the U~1ion filed its request 

for fact~~nding. The Union then declined a request by the County to hold factfinding in 

abeyane~. Aftez• considering the positions of both parties, PERB made an administrative 

deterrninatio~ that the Union lead met the procedural requirements to trigger factfinding. As 

~•eflected in ~'ERB's Adzninisirative Deterznina~~oz~ dated October 27, 2020, PERB made nc~ 

determination of impasse. Since that time, the parties have continued t~eiz z~egatiatiox~s 

while also preparing for this factfinding.~ 

The positions of the parties appear to have hardened after the County notified tl~~ 

' Ths Ul~ion claims that the County drove the negotiations to impasse by unEawfulIy 
insisting that tl~e Union bargai~~ over permissive subjects. This allegatioiz is part of a pending unfair• 
labor p~•actice c(ia►•ge filed by the U~~ion. By the time of the fact~ndin~; heating, tl~e County had also 
charged the U~lian with conduct amou~~tii~g to an u~ifair labor• p~~actice. As further e~.ptai~~ed l~ez•ei~~, 
tiie pa~~el recommelids that these charges and counteicha~•~es be dismissed as pant of an overall 
S£ltl~ITl~ilt Of tll~ Cpllfl'1Ct. 

2 On November 24, 202Q, the parties agreed to waive statutory tiinelit~~s to compete the 
instant fac~nding. 
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Union on Febzuary 1 I, 2021 of its intet~:t to officially repeal Measiu•e F and offered the 

Union an opportunity to meet and con~ez over ~n~ foreseeable effects its decision rr~ay have 

on matters within the scope of representation. The Gounty informed the Union, in writing, 

that it did not intend to take any action to implement any decision prior to conclusion of 

negotiations an this subject; haweve~•, the issue o~the viability of the Measure ~' forrz~ula, 

applied annually to members of the baxgaining unit (irrespective of what is required by the 

tern~zs of the bargaining agreement), has remained the single biggest obstacle to reaching 

agreement. 

The Statutory Factors 

Under the MMl3A, tl~e sole resppnsibility of the panel is tc~ make findings of fact and 

recommend the terms of a settlement of the parties' contz~act dispute in conformity with. the 

statutory factors set forth in the Meyers-Miiias Brown Act (MMBA).3 Cxavernm~nt Cade 

section 3505.4 sets forth the following facti"indi~~g criteria to be considered as part a~ihis 

impasse resolutiosz p~•ac~dure: 

(1} State and federal laws that. are applicable to the employer. 

{2) Local rules, regulations, or ordina~~ces. 

(3} Stipulations of the parties. 

(4} Tl~e interests and weifa~•e of'the public and financial ability of the public 
agency. 

(5} Comparison ~f tl~e wages, hours, and conditions of employment of the 
empio~ees involved in the factfinding proceeding with the wades, hours and. 
canditrons of er~xi~loymeilt of other employees performing similar services in 
comparable public agencies, 

(6) The consumer price index for goods and services, ca~nmonly known as the 
cost of living. 

{7} The ovezall compensation presently zeceived by the employees, including 
direct wage compensation, vacations, holidays, and other excused time, 
insurance and pensions, medical and hospitalization he~iefifis, the continuity 

' Govern►ne~~t Code seatioi~ 3505.5 {a} dit•ects t11e panel to snake adviso►y findi~~gs of fact 
and to ~•~cottlmend terms of settleme»t. The panel has examined tl~e reco~~d in light of all of the 
statutory factors while focusing on t►~ose factors which are most relevant to the determinatioE~ of 
each of the disputed issues. 



az~d stability of employment, and atl atller benefits received. 

(8) Any other facts, not confined to Chase specified in paragraphs {1) through (7), 
inclusive, which are normally o~ tradztianally taken into considez•ation in 
making tl~e findings aid recornmendatio~s. 
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The statute clearly provides that the above-listed factors must be considered by factfinders in 

arriving at their findings and recommendations but, beyond that, provides no guidance.a The 

MMBA does not rank the factors in the order of their impoi`tance nor does it restrict the 

factfinding panel to chooszng between competing proposals. 

The Fact~nding Hearing 

An e-videXatzary Bearing was held on Maz~ch $and 9, 2421 at Auburn, Califoznia, By 

agreement o~the pax•ties, the proceedings were tra~~scribed by a certified shorthaxad reporter 

and copies o£th~ transczipt ~ve~•e provided to the ~actfindillg panel and the parties. Ai the 

heaz•ing, the parties weze afforded a full opportunity to present testimonials and 

documentary evidence, to cross-examine each other's witnesses a~1d to make argument to 

the fact~nding panel. AlI post-hearing briefs load been ~eeeived by the panel as of April 14, 

2021 at which time the panel began its deiiberatioias. 

During t~1e course of the deliberations, i.e., on May 14, 2021, the panel received a 

joint request from the County and the Union asking tl~e panel to address t~~e issue of 

Measure F as long as, in doing so, consideration of t11is issue would not unduly prolong the 

proceeding. ~~a May 2d, 2021, I:I~e panel agreed to respond to the request, The panel's 

4 Ii1 its pzesentatio~l at the f~eari~~g, the County ide~~ti~es factors (4), {5), (b) and {7} as t11e 
relevant factors fog• purposes of this fact~ndii~g. The Union identifies the same factors and adds 
factor (3}, i.e., argui~~g that the 44-year history of adopting tl~e local oadinance as part of the contract 
is an i~nptied stipulation of t1~e pa~~ties and that, as such, it should be affo~•ded some deference. Tlxe 
Union also implicates factors (1}and (2) when it argues that the County's salary pt•oposal is illegal 
under• both the MMBA and tl~a local ordinance. 

5 The County }~iesented the testunoily of Daniel Chatigiay acid Kate Sampson. Tire Union 
presented the testimony of Robert B~•owi~steit~, Mark Schniepp, Edwai'CI BOi111~1~, Devon I3e11, 
Morgan Gire, Jeff Swearin~;eu, Mark Sah~o, and Noah Fa~ederito. 

~ Duriug the course of tl~e hearing, the panel received tl~e followisZg documents intfl 
evidence: 3oi~~t Cxhibits "1"through "28," County Exhibits "1" tl~o~~gl~ "13" and Union Exhibits "l" 
through "60." 

G~ 



1 

2 

3 

4 

S 

6 

7i 

9 

IQ 

11 i 

12 

13 

14 

15 

1G 

17 

18 

19 

za 
21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

2$ 

agreement to confront the 1V~easure F issue head an and to make a r~comme~dation ~s to 

how the issue should be resolved resulted in multiple deliberation sessions. 

Evidence Regarding; the Financial Condition of the County 

rn addressing statutazy factor (4) [the interests and welfare of the public and financial 

ability of the public agency], the County presented evidence tha# it is projecting what it 

describes as "signif cant fiscal challenges" in the next eve to tee years due to escalafiing 

casts associated with the Measure F formula. With regard to the County's operating funds, 

salazy and benefits are the largest szngle category of expense (36%). Public protection is 

also the largest portion of the ope~•ating and capital funds expenditures b~ service systems. 

In its presentation, the County highlights the fact that per capita operating costs for public 

protectzoan lave increased significantly since 1977 {the year that 1V~easure F was enacted.), 

and most dramatically in the fast five years, when compared to other expenditures. 

The County projects negative ending fund balances foz• the Public Safety Fund 

beginning in 2025 {$2 million} and increasing with each passing year as follows: 202 ($6.5 

n~illian}, 2027 ($9 millio~l), 2028 {$ L l ,7 minion), 2029 ($14.8 million} and 2030 {$ l 8.6 

rnzilion), While acknowledging that the General Fund is projected to grow, the County 

I also projects that these increases vviil be absorbed by the Public Safety Fund, i.e., likely 

~ resulting in a ia,egative Gezlerai rued balance by 2025. At this point, according to Finance 

and Budget C}perations Director Daniel Chatigny, the County will be forced to eithez reduce 

costs (th~•ough layoffs} or cut services to the genezaI public. 

The Union challe~ages this interp~•etatioia of the County's financial condition. Relying 

on the testimony of two economic experts {Bob Brownstein' and Mark Schniepp8), it 

Bob Bt'ownsteit~ formerly served as chief of staff far the Santa Clara County supervisors 
for 12 yeac•s with i•esponsibilrty for all public policy issues, including fiscal policy. Subseque~~tly, lie 
served as Budgef Director for the City of San Jose fay 8 years. He c~u-retztly ses•ves as Strategic 
Advisor for Woz~king Partne~sllips USA, a nonprofit organization that works on local public policy. 

$ As tl7e current Director cif the Califori7ia Ecot~oinic Forecast, Mark Schniepp prepares 
econflmic analysis and county level fo~~ecasts for the CA Deparhnent of T~~anspartation, Kaiser• 
Permai~ente, Biue Shield, CA State Auditor°s Office and Southern CA Association ofGovernme~~ts. 

5 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 ~' 

15 

16 I~~'

~7 

1$ 

19 

24 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

argues that the County continues to outperform the Measure F comparator counties with a 

mare resilient economy, a quicleer rebound from the pandemic, lower unemployment, a 

bettez housing market and quickly recovex•ing sources ofxevenue. Relying on the testimony 

of Marie Schniepp, the Union questions the accuracy of the County's projections (because 

the accuracy of projections declines with each passing year and ten-year projections may be 

entirely speculative) and the rationale and function of the Pubic Safety Fund (because the 

County provided no evidence as to r~ahat pex•centage of the Public Safe#y Fund goes to 

funding the MQU at issue herein}. Tie Union also notes that the County admits that the 

Public Safety Fund. is used foz• three dif~'er~nt law enforceme~at departments and that a 

negative ending fund balance for• the Public Safety Fund would not necessarily signify a 

General rand deficit. 

The Issue o~ Base Salary 

Tlae County's Pasitior~ 

Foz~ more than ~0 years, the base sala~•ies of membe~•s of the Uniazx's ba~•gainin~ unit 

have been set oi~ a yeaz•Iy basis by application of the Measure F forn~u~a. Measure k`, 

enacted by Placer County voters in 1976, was codified in 1977 as Placer County Code 

Section 3.12.x40 (Placer Gaunty Sheriff's Ordinance Initiative}. T~.e ordinance ~•equires the 

County to iri~plerr~ent annual sataz•y adjustn-~ents to members of the Union's bargaining unit 

by I) determining ih~ maximum salaries far campazable classes of positions in El Dorado, 

Nevada and Sacramento Counties; 2) calculating the average maximum. sala~~ies far those 

three agencies for each classification; acid 3) settizig the salary of the Placer County 

comparable classifications at a level equal to that average. This salary formula has been an 

integz~al pant of the parties' negotiations during multiple contract cycles and continues as 

pant of the cu~~rent contract, i,e., the 2fl 15-2018 MOU. `' 

9 At YI3E ~~Ct~ll{~111~ Il~~i'lll~, the Union presented evidence that on Janua~•y 12, 2021, tEie 
Board adopted a resolution modifyi~ig section 3.32.040 to remove all managers f►bm its coverage. 
The Union argues that, its sa doing, tl~te Board of Supervisot~s re-adopted the arditiai~ce to apply the 
Measure F formula to b~rgai~ii~~g unit members. SiiniIarly, the Union notes t1~at the Board of 
Supervisors, since 2015, I~as used the sane co~npar•ator counties to sefi their• own compensation. 

C.~ 
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The County acicr~owledges that, fog the first time since the enac#me~~fi of Measure F, 

if now seeks fa change the status qua by eliminating the Measut~: F fo2~nula from the 

parties' MOU, The County's stated purpase in seeking this fundamental change is to avoid 

escalating costs, i.e., described by County Finance and Budget C?perations Manager 

Chatzgny as casts that will became "fiscally unsustainable" at some future time within the 

next five to ten yeaz~s. As an alternative to the Measure F formula, the County now proposes 

'' a three-year contract with a 4.0%increase effective the first full pay period of February 

2021, a x.25%increase effective the first foil pay peziod of ~'ebrua~y 2022, and a 4.5% 

increase effective the first full pay period of Februa~~y 2023 (thus making the base salary of 

bargaining unit kxaembers .solely a product of collective bargaining anr~ no longer a matter 

governed by the provisions of the County's existing salary ordinance}. The estimated cost 

of the County's salary proposal is 5.4 milliar~ dollars and is expected by bath pa~~ties to 

exceed ih~ base salary increases that would occur with the traditional application of the 

Measuxe F formula. 

In seelczng this change, the CoGi~ty asserts its statutory rights tinder the MNiBA to 

negotiate base salaries.10 The County also claims that the MMBA supersedes Measure F 

and that the continued application of Measure F violates the cl~ar~er, passed in 1980, which 

gives the Boa~~d of Supervisors the right to set employee compexisation. The County takes 

the position that ~rhile ii was free to agree to the Measure F fo~~mula during contract 

negotiations, in sa daizag, it did ~2ot validate what it claw regazds as a void and 

unconstitutional ordinance ~~~eernpted by the MMBA a.nd precluded by the cha~•ter. 11

Tire U~iiart's Pasi~iorz 

The Union claims that the Comity cannot rely on a projected future deficit over a 

14 The MMBA also gives the County the r'rgl~t to implement its last and final offer after an 
impasse iii bargainia~g a~ld exf~austio~~ of impasse ~roceciures; l~awever, the llnion nay cl~allange 
icnpleme~~tatio~~ based oi~ its position that the Employe;~'s saia~y proposal is illegal, thus ~ivii~g rise 
to still auatl7e►• dispute in who# leas been a very contentious process. 

f ' In tl~e period leading up to voter rejectio~j of two initiatives tt~ repeal 1Vleastire F lit 2402 
and 2047, tl~e County did »ot take tI~e position that Measure F. is illegal. 
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five to ten-yeai period as a means of exacting current concessions from the T.7nzon, 

especially where the County is enjoying robust growth and development compared to other 

noz~thern California counties (including the comparafior counties referenced in the salary 

ordinance). Besides arguing that the County has failed to carry its burden of establishing an 

economic justification fo~~ departing fz~am the status quo, the Union also notes that the 

Measure F saIa~•y formula, endorsed by both prior Sheriff Edward Bozaner and current 

Sheziff Devon Bell, has histazicaliy been an essential feature of the Placez County Shexiff's 

recruitment program. According to Union witnesses, the yearly application of the salary 

ordinance has enabled the County to attract and retain higl~l~ qualified officers,'2

Tk~e Union emphasizes that the certainty afforded by yearly increases that a~•e 

independent of the bargaining process13 is extremely attractive to ot'ficers contemplating a 

lateral trailsfez• to Flac~r Couiaty from anothez~ jurisdiction and that the eliminatioiz of 

Measure F frflm the County Code aid the contract will pave the way for deep and lasting 

cuts after the agreement at issue in this factfi~iding expires. The Unia~~ seeks cc~ntinuatioz~ 

of the e~istin~ wage formula, as well as a joint effort by the parties to subraait a ~i~easure to 

the voters that would repeal the local ordinance and make the Measure F formula a part of 

the Charter. To further enable the parties to submit a measure to tkae voters (and to give the 

panties zz~.ore time be~oze they return to the bargaining table), the Union seeps afive-yeas• 

contract term.''' 

12 Consiste~at with the U~~iou's position, the County's HR Director Kate Sampson testified 
that HR does not ~ielieve that the Cou~ity currently has any reca'uitment or retention issues and that 
senior• members of the bargaining unit are no# leaving the County. In the panel's judgment, how the 
elit~ination of the salary ordinaj~ce would impact recruitment and a•etention is a matter of speculation 
by both pasties. 

~3 Tl~e significance of'tllis point is underscat•ed by the fact that evea~ where a contract has 
expired a~ld no successor• ag~•eement leas been negotiated, unit employees continue to receive the 
yearly increases provided for by local ocdi~~atice, e.g., t13e bargaining unit received a Feb~•uaiy 2021 
1I1C1•ease even tl~augh the 2015-2018 MOU I~ad expired and no new agreement had been reaci~ed. 

'`' The County seeks a threesyear contract term. 

0 
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The ~pecia~ity Pay Issues 

As noted by the County's Director of Human Resources Kate Sampson, when 

viewing the December 2020 salaries fog the enuzxzerated Measure F counties, the Deputy 

Sheriff I~ classification appears to be behind but, wk~en viewing total compensation, the 

bargaining unit is 21°fo above comparable agencies. The County k~as characterized this as a 

compensation model that keels base wages artificially law while over-inflating specialty 

pays. In order to remedy escalating costs associated with specialty pays, the County 

proposes that pez~centage~based specialty pays be converted to flat dollar amounts as follows: 

County Proposal 8 -Bilingual 1'ay 

• Change 5% of base salary to $464.00 per month 

• Estimated cost of proposal 8: $5372 

County Prapos~i 3 - T~•a~nin~ Officer Pay 

• Change 5°fo of base salary to $389.00 per month 

• Estilnafied Cost Savings proposal 9: $57.Oa 

County Pro~osai 10 - lletect~ve I}ivision Premium 

• Change 5°1a of base salary to $510.00 der moi~tih 

Estimated Cost of Proposal 10: $43,597.00 

County Proposals 11- Caxeer and Eduction Incentive 

Intez•n~ediate Post - Change 12°lQ of base salary to: 

Deputy Sheriff I - $735 per month. 
Deputy S~~eriff II ~ $1,030 pex month. 
Sheriff sSergeant - $1,225 per naanth. 
Investigator —District Attorney - $1,2$5 per mont~i. 
Investigator -Welfare Fraud - $1,285 der month. 
Invesfzgator —Welfare Fraud Supervising - $~,3$S pez~ month. 

Estimated Cost for Yntermediate ~'ost: $b2,061 

o Advai~eed Post -Change 17°/o of base salary to: 
o Deputy SherifF I - $1fl40 per mo~~th. 
o De~auty Sheriff Zr - $1,460 per month. 
o Sheriff's Sergeant - $1,735 per month. 
o Investigator — Aistrict Attorney - $1,825 per month, 
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o I~~vestigator~Welfare gaud - $1,825 per month. 
o Investigator — Wel~'az~e Fxaud Supervising - $1;960 per rr~ontla. 

a Estimated Cost Advanced Past: $275,849'5

The County takes the position that its proposals to convent percentage-based pays to flat 

dollar ~maunts will help put an end to escalating costs, cure the alleged defect in the 

Measure F formula, make it easier for the County to budget, and provide an immediate 

increase to members of the bargaining unit. To that end, the County proposes to convei~ 

pe~~centages to set dollar amounts equal to 10% above the current amount that a qualified 

bargaining unit member would receive at the top step afl;he salary range. 

~n defending the status quo (providing foz~ special pays as a percentage of base 

salary), the Union claims that the County has failed to establish an economic justification 

that would waraant converting percentage-based pays to flat amounts. Notwithstanding 

these coneex~s, the Union is agreeable to converting incentives for POST pay to flat dollar 

amounts {with inc~~eases as shown below}: 

POST Tntercnediate ~ert~I'rcale. 

• Deputy She~~i~f I - $~ S5 per month.. 
•. Deputy Sheriff IZ - $1 60 per month, 
• Shez•i~£'s Sergeant , $1,2b0 per month. 
• I~lvestigator —District Attorney - $ ~ 320 per month. 

Investigator-Vi~elfa~•e FY~aud ~ $1,320 pet month. 
• Investigator —'t~Jelfare Fraud Supervzszng ~ $1420 

POST Advanced Certificate: 

• Deputy Sheriff I - $1,070 per month. 
• Deputy Sheri~'f II - $1 S00 per month. 
• Sheriff s Seigeant - $1, ̀ ~80 peg• mon#h. 
• Investigator District Attor~zey - $I,870 per month. 
• Investigator-Welfare Fraud - $l, $70 per month. 

I ~ T11e County also seeks to continue the status quo with respect to tine payment of $100 per 
pay period for an AA degree, $125 per pay period far a IIA, and $175 per pay pe~•iod for a Mastet•s 
Deg~•ee. 
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• Investigator —Welfare rraud Supervising - $2010 per rnanth.f6

Under the Union's final proposal, the above incentive amounts are not cumulative or 

compounded and employees will z•eceive only one rate of incentive pay for POST 

certification. Additionally, the anion also seeks to covert the flat dollar amounts for 

educational incentive to percentage days as follows: 3%per pay period for an AA degree, 

4% per pay period for ~ BA and 5%per pay period for a Masters Deg~~ee. The Union takes 

the position that the savings attributed to implementi~~g the L1i~ian's proposal regarding base 

salaries can be reallocated to its proposed educational incentive program. 

Tlae Union also snakes the following major points with respect to the various 

categories of special pay: 

• Only sma1.1 segments of the unit receive bilingual pay or training pay (as 
reflected above in the amount of savings projected by the county}. 

• Tl1e flat amount conversions, while ~z•ovidin~ a slight increase in the fi~~st 
year of the coi2tract, would erode over time to the detriment of the unit. 

• The County's proposals far flat amount special pays fans to establish any 
substantial savings du~•ing the term o~'the successor contract which is the 
subject afthis fact~inding. 

'i For these reasons, the Union claims tha# the County leas gat carried its burden of justifying a 

change in the status quo. 

County Proposals IZ-Night Shift Differentia 

o Change 7.5°r'o of base salary to $4.41 per hour•. 

The County proposes that this change be incaipn~~ated into the existing latlguage of Section 

8.11 (Shift Differential). This proposal was unacceptable to the Union as evidenced by the 

testimony of Kate Sampson who stated #hat the C.~ruoi~'s negotzator Mark Salvo was ready fio 

'~ The Unio~i proposes these adj~ishnents to i'ef[ect "tt~e Measure F raise effective February 
2021" to insure that its members do not receive an immediate pay cut (wl~e~i compared to the tet•ms 
of the existi»g contract}. 

Il 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 ''.

18 

19 

20 

21 

Zz 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

take the County's I3ecernber $, 2020 package proposal to the membership for a vote if the 

County would withdraw its derna~ds for eiim.ination a~ Measure F (clea~~ly the paranc~ount 

issue here), the night shift px oposa~ was not included, and the proposed flat amou~it pays 

were further escalated beyond the amount then offered to reflect any Measure F increases in 

effect as of Feb~~uaiy of 241 (as reflected in the Union's cui7ent POST pay proposal). 

The Union additionally argues that the factfinding panel should give gre~.t weight to 

the settlement of a pending grievance involving the night shift, signed by the County an 

I~ March 16, 2017, which contains the following language: "The parties agree that during 

'~i successor negotiations the language in Section 8,11 may be entirely zeplaced with 

Attachment A (to the settlement agreement) subject to the mutual approval of the parties," " 

While admitting that the language used by the pa~~ies implies "discretion," the Union 

propnse~ that the current contract language should be continued and that Attachment A 

should be included ii1 the MOU as a side letter. 

~ The County's Longevity Pay Proposal 

County proposal 14 adds a siizgle sentence to Section 8.12, subsection a (1). The 

proposed new language reads as follows: "This special compensation shall not be repo~~table 

~ to Ca1PERS." The Union's counterproposal seeks znereases in longevity pay and does oat 

i~~carparate the Couniy's proposed new language. 

Tahoe Branch Assignment Pay 

Bargaining unit members vvho are assig~~ed to the Lake Tahoe area receive a 

compensation incentive of $$75.40 per n~anth to offset the increased costs associafied with 

the cost of living in the Lake Tahoe area. The County proposes various clarifying 

17 The ut~rebutted testimony of M~t•k Salvo ~stabiislies that tl~e pa~•ties had ~n utzdersta~~di~~g 
that the side le~tee (Attachment A) would resolve the parties' dispute about payine~it of night shift 
differential going forward iota tl~e next contract. 

12 



6 

7 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

I? 

18 

I9 

20 

z~ 
Za 
23 

24 

25 

2b 

27 

28 

provisions including a requirement that to be eligible for Tahoe Branch assignment pay, 

employees must have a secondary dwelling wifihin 54 driving miles of the Placer County 

Sheriff's Burton Creek subsfiatzoa~.'$ The Unza~ proposes to substitute "60 air names" in lieu 

of "50 driving miles." The County azgues that its proposal is sufficient insofar as it allows 

employees with a residence in Reno and Sparks to receive the incentive, as shown on a map 

that was part of tk~e County's presentation. '~'he Union seeks ~ geographically broader 

Ii application of the incentive pay to allow its rneinbers mare flexzbility in selecting schools 

and housing, i.e., noting that additional compensation. helps employees with expenses such 

as snow tires, chains, and vehicles suitable for i~~clement weather. 

County's Proposals to Cantroi Benefit Costs 

E`mpCoyee C~tIPE`RS Cor~tribtatioits 

As noted by the County in post-hearing brief, County proposals l5 and 16 a~~e the 

only proposals that ~•esult in immediate cost savings to the Gount}~, County proposal 15 

proposes a gradual realigni~nent that will require classic or tier 1 employees to fund their full 

sk~are of retirer~ae~zt cantr~ibutions. Pxesen~tly, the County is paying some of the "Employer 

Paid Member Cant~•ibutioi~ (EPMC)" on behalf of tier 1 en~playees. This is iii contrast to 

Sacramento County {one of the Ivreasure F counties} where employees pay the entire ~PMC, 

as well as a portion of the employer contzzbution, In support of this proposal, the County 

presented evidence that, based oiz reduced investment returns to PERS, tI10 COLlI1tY 1S 

projecting its total dearly PERS contributions to grow from $92 million in 2021 to $112 

million in 2030. Tile County estimates yearly savings at $155,000.00, or 0.3f% of salary. 

'$ Tlie eaistiaag MOU contains i~o ~•equirement that the employee must have a secondary 
dwelling; however•, the Union agreed to the i~ew requireme~lt during the course of bargaini~ig 
assumi~~g that the County would accept its version of an appropriate radius, i.e., 60 air miles. 
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The Union rejects this proposal based on its claim that the County has not 

demot~stxated a need ~o reduce CaIPERS contributions for tier 1 members. In suppoifi o~ fih~s 

claim, the Union cites the testimony of J-~R. Dizector Kate Sampson that, at one point 

during the negotiations, tie County had expressed a willingness to drop the retirement 

contribution proposal if cost savings could be achieved through other means. 

County G'vntributions to Health Care 

The County proposes to change its contribution from the current cont~•ihution of 

80°/a of the fatal health care premium for any health plan offered b~ the County (except 

PERS Care) to $0% of the PORAC plan. At the hearing, the Cgunty rz~ade a presentation 

showing that this would generate yearly savings of $255, 3S7 or 0.60% of salary. 

The IJ~~ion withdrew its request that the County pay 20°l0 of any available plan and 

now proposes to maintain the status quo. The Union opposes fihe change in the status quo az~ 

the gzounds that it has an interest in maintaining a vaz-iety of plans with an 80/20 split due to 

the high costs of health services a~ld lack of coverage options in the Tahoe region. 

The Comity's Proposals Regarding Dental and Vision CaY•e 

County proposal 17 seeks to remove what the County characterizes as an 

"unnecessary and potentially misleading reference" to dental im~alant covezage. This is not a 

~~•oposed change in practice or plan design. The County' dental insurance plan covers dental 

implants assuming the plan requirements have been tn~t. The language that the County 

seeks to ~•emove from At~icle G, Section 6.2 wads as follows: "Effective the plan year 

beginning Jaz~.uary 1, 2 17, dental implants will be included in the coverage for PCT}SA 

', employees." Similarly, County Proposal 18 seeks to remove "unnecessary and outdated 

language" regarding vision care coverage. The language at issue reads: "The County shall 

I, provide vision insura~ice at the 100% employee-only rate." The Uiuon seeks to strike 

County Proposal 17, as contained in the 2015-2018 MOU, from the successor agz~eement. 
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The C.7nion further asserts that since County pzoposals 17 and 18 contain reopener 

language, these p~•oposals shau~d got be zecommended by the factfinding panel.19

The Unian's Non-Ecozzo~nic Proposals 

Term of Contrnct 

The Union is proposing a co~tcact tezxn of fve years, beginni~ig on July 1, 2021, in 

order to allow the parties adequate time to submit a measure to the voters to move the 

Measure F salary adjustment formula from the Placer County Code to the Charter while 

maintaining the 44-year old Measure F fprmula in a five-year successor agreement. The 

Union naties that afive-year term. also allows the parties at Ieast two (2) opportunities to 

submit a measure to the voters in an effort to resolve fhe dispute o~rer the continuing 

viability of the local salary ordinance. As this fiscal year is approaching its conclusion, the 

Union. believas tha# tl~e five-year• te~~zn should. run ti~uau~h June 30, 2026. The Union also 

takes the position that since the paz-ties have been without a contract for three years, a lon~e~~ 

term contract will fflster labor harmony by avoiding an immediate return to negotiations. 

The Cou~zty desires to continue the status quo wit~a regaz d to a three-year contract terns. 

(~tievrcnce Pro~cedr~re 

The Union seeks to amend Artzcle ~ of the MQU to add final and binding arbitration 

as the final step of the grievance process. Currently, a baz•gaining unit member must ehhaust 

administrative hearing procedures before the Civil Service Camrnission before filing a writ 

'' in the superzoz court. The Union seeks a process that allows resolution o~ the dispute by an 

impartial and join#ly selected neutral. The Union notes that all afthe Measure F 

~ 9 The Union cites PERB aatl~a~•ity for the proposition that reopeE~e~s are uon-mandatory 
subjects of bargaining and that, as such, the Union cannot be forced to ag;~ee to reopener language, 
i.e., even language that currently exists iii ttie 2015-2018 MUU. This is just one of the many legal 
issues that would be pursued in the event that the parties do nofi reach a setfilement of the col~tract. 
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jurisdictions, as well ~s comparators used by the Gounry in its own suz~ey, have final and 

binding arbitration as the final step of the grievance procedure. The County desires to 

continue the status qua with regard. to disputes involving interpretation of the provisions of 

the MOU. 

Discipline 

The Union also seeks final and binding aabitratian as the final step of the disciplinary 

process with each party to share equally in the expenses of arbitration as an alternative to a 

hearing before the Civil Service Cammissioi~. The Union lacks canfidezace in the Civil 

Service Commission to act as a neutz•al third panty. The County seeks to continue the status 

quo with respect to disciplinary procedures applicable io bargaining unit members. 

Personnel Fifes 

The Union sees to add new language to ~ectioxa 14,6 which identifies non-

disciplinaY•y eo~•rective actions, provides far haw records of such. actions will be maintained 

acid establishes tune periods for their rezn.oval. The proposal also sets forth when letters of 

reprimand should be removed from a unit employee's perso~uiel file. The Union takes the 

position thafi corrective actions should not be considered discipline but i~ay be used for 

perfax~a~lc~ evaluations. The Union argues that corrective actions sl~auld be F•en~oved from 

the divisiozaal file if tlaex~e ate no repeat offenses by the iae~t evaluation cycle. The Union 

proppses that letters of reprimand should be removed from ail employee's ~erson~lel file 

I after two 

years from the original da1:e of issuance; provided, however, that the employee has not been 

subject to disciplina~~ action during the two-year period. Currently, unit employees must 

actively seek to have letters removed. Employees are concerned that stale discipline may 

Have an impact on their ability to gain special assign~~nents or pzomot~. The CouY~ty se~lcs to 

continue the status quc~ on the gx ounds that the Union's proposal to purge letters of 

16 
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counseling or reprimand is ulznc~ssary, lovers the County's expectations for its deputy 

sheriffs, and e~pos~s the County to liability. 

Catrrstrapltic Let~ve 

The Union proposes a change to the Catastrophic Leave program that add~~esses the 

issue of what happens r~hen an ezx~ployee wlio received a leave donation is subsequently 

zeiznbursed for the use of leave through Woxlcers' ~ornpei~sation, The Union challenges 

the existing practice which allows an employee whale leave banks are restored to keep the 

donated vacation leave which may ar may not lave been used. To remedy this anomaly, the 

U~ian requests that the panel recommend inclusion of the following new 1an~uage as 

Section 14.I4 of the MOU; 

Donated Ieave is only trans~erz•ed fiazn the donor to the receiving e~xzployee as needed. 
and chronologically by date of donation (i.e,, first donated, f~•si used). Time 
donations ale zxxevacable by the dona~• once the time has been used. by tie receiving 
employee. In the event that the receiving employee cues not need to use all donated 
leave for the catastrophic illnesslo~• ii7jurty, any unused donations will not be deducted 
from Elie original dUnor's balance. In the event tkaa~ the receiving employee has a 
workez's colnp~nsation claim appzaved for which the en~~~loyee receives wozkez•'s 
compensation paid leave, the County will reimburse any donated leave that was 
used by the recipient prior to the appzoval of the worker's compensation claim. 

Tl~e County opposes the inclusion o~'this provision based on "serious potential tax 

implications foz• both donating and receiving employees" under• the proposal. The County 

did not provide a detailed explanatio~~ as to the tax implications associated with restoring 

leave {whether used or unused} and did not specifically identify any costs that would be 

incurred by the County in the event that the Union's pzoposaI were to be implemented. 

RECOMMENDATIt3N OF T IE PANEL 

Tlie ~eco~~d dues rt,ot establrsli flint contrnuatiorz of the Nlerrsure ~'forr~rula, rrs i~ pertai~rs 
to base st~t~try only, wilt result in cr~zcorztr~vtlerl or urtsustain~c6Xe costs rtrrt•itag Elie tet~tn of 
the successor• corztr~cl oi° art nny time in floe futrcr~e. 

WheFe the parties have i~icarporated the Iangua~;e o~'a local salary ordinance into 

their MOU for the last 44 years, this implicates factors {2}, (4}, {S), {6} and (7) of the 
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MMBA criteria. For reasons explained herein, the panel has concluded that the County's 

~ legitimate goal of controlling future costs can oily be zealized through changing the 

strut#ure of special pays, as opposed to changing the base salazy formula. 

Tie County has repeatedly emphasized that its bargaining goals are 1} to avoid 

uncoz~txolled cast escaiatioz~; 2} to achieve market alignment with neighboring counties; and 

3) to promote long-term fiscal sustainability. Logic dictates that stemming future casts 

cannot be achieved through the elimination of a base salary formula that is based on the 

average wages laid to lave enfarcemeilt persannel by other• northern California counties with 

less robust economies. Lending additional support to thzs conclusion, the County has itself 

characterized the base salary formula as a foY~n~ula that has created "a~tificiaily Iow wages." 

Under these cz~eurl~sta~~ces, il~e zeal exposure to escalating costs is not cxeated by the base 

salary formula but rather by the tying of percen#age pays to automatic yea~•ly wage incF•eases. 

As descz~ibed by the Cou~lty iz~ its final arguments to the panel, the current compensation 

progia~n has Itep# base wages low while over-inflating specialty pays. 

The bene~`~t which the County uow seeks to eliminate leas #wa distinct coz~pox~ents: 

1) the fbrrnula for arriving at the ~reariy salary increase using the salary data from the 

Measure F counties and 2) the automatic pay~e~al of the yearly increase20 independent of 

collective bargaining. With regard to the fast component of tl~e benefit, the Colznty hay i~ot 

argued that the Measure F counties are inappropriate for purposes of base salary 

comparisons. To the contrary, the zepeated incluszo~~ of the Measure F formula i~ the 

can.#pact dur7ng multiple contract cycles implies ~za~.itual acceptance of their comparability 

dating back to 1977. Where there is no persuasive evidence that the County is 

20 Theoretically, if El Doa~ado, Nevada and Sacran~e~~to counties paid no increases aitd the 
average i~~c~•ease was $0.00, the Union would receive no increase. Ti~ez•e is no evidence that during 
tl~e history of the paeties' 6argai~titi~ relationship, there was ever a year in which i~o increase was 

', given. 
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disadvantaged by the Measure F base salary formula, oz• that the Measure F counties are not 

comparable, the panel must conclude that the County has not estabizshed an econo~xzic 

justificatiail for abandoning the existing base salary formula . 

The Union's pro~osr~l to submit a brcClvt measure to voters to ~cdapl the Mensure F 
farmutt~ as part o, f the CYtcrrter se~~ves the best i~rterests r~ntl welfare of tl`ie public. 

In arguing that Ivleasure F is illegal, the County posits that l.) the local ordinance is 

unconstitutional; 2} the local ordinance is in conflict with state law (floe MMBA}; and 3) the 

local ordinance is preempted by the County Clzartcr. Where neither party has been able to 

supply Legal authorities that would enable reliable predictions as to the outcome of litigation, 

the contentions of both patties are, at best, legal theories that zx~ay or may not prove 

successful when tested in a judicial foz~um, llue to the legal uncertainties surrounding what 

has been the n7ost dzvisive issue in the negotiations, fine panel is recornmez~ding adopl:ian of 

~ the Union's salary proposal, as modified by the panel herein. Adopting the Union's pkoposal 

to submit a ballot measure to tie voters is more likely to have the way fo~~ rnor~ harn~oniotzs 

lobar relations whereas the County's wage pioposai, tied to elimination of County Code 

Section 3,12.040, is lilzely to expand existing disputes into unchartered te~7ain with 

potential unknown consequences to the parties. 

7'/te County's legal ~rrgrcmenfs Ito not p~~ese~zt tin "open and sl~~it"case, 

Tl~e Uitconstrtcctior~~lity Argu~nerzt 

Whip the County his expressed a high level of confidence that it has the winning 

a~•guments regarding Measure F, a review of the legal authorities on which the County relies 

reveals That the County has raised issues that a~•e bath complex and novel, Inpost-hearing 

brief, the County argues that the local ozdi~iance infzinges o2~ its authority under Article 11 

of the California Constitution to determine its employees' con7pensation; however, a ;~eview 

', of the language of Article 11 does not lead inexorably to that conclusion. For exannple, 

~ Section 4 of Az~ticle 1 I provides: "County chai't~PS S~I~II ~}POVit18 fbP. ... {f} The fixing and 
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regulation by governing bodies, by ordinance, of the appointment and number of .., persons 

to be ea~xiployed. Article 11, Section 7 of the California Constitution also speci~'ically 

provides that a county may mike and enforce within its limits ordinances and regulations 

that a~•e not in conflict with general laws. There is no language i~ Article 11 of the California 

constitution which addresses the legality or enforceability of a local ordinance that 

establishes a faxznula foz ascertaiz~~ng whetixer ox not to administer annual base salary 

increases. Recognizing that the general language o~ Azticle 11 does not provide definitive 

suppoz~t ~'oz~ its position, the County has looked for additioz~a~ suppo~~t zn couzfi decisions. 

Specifically, the Counl:y relies on the California Supreme Court's decision in 

Sonorria Cty. Drg. Of Pub. Employees v. Cty of Svrzoma (1979) 23 Cal. 3d 296 to argue 

that Gount~ Cade section 3.12.040 is unconstitutional. Ire a case almost. as old as Ivlaasure 

F, the Court examined the constitutionality of Gnverni~~ent Code § 1X280 (prohibiting the 

distribution of skate surplus o~• loan funds to any public agency granting cost-of-Iivzn~ or 

salazy increases over and above inc~•eases provided to state employees). The~~e, a group off' 

unions representing county employees principally argued that the statute was an 

uncanstitutionai impairment of contract (referring to the MOUs which provided for wages 

j that, if paid, would conflict with the requirements of the statute), The Court was also asked 

to detern~iile the question of whether Govein~nelzt Cade ~ 1 b280 violated Article ~7 of the 

California Gonstiiution because it ini:erfe~•es r~vith the x•igh.ls of chartered counties to 

determine the compensation of their employees through evllective bay~gaining. Although the 

Court did find the challenged statute to be unconstitutional on. multiple grounds, the 

consequences of tl~e Court's decision was to enforce the terms of the negotiated NIOUs and 

to invalidate a statute that would have otheiv,Jise penalized cau~ity employers by denying 

them fui2ds designed to mitigate the effects of Proposition ~ 3. 
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In County of Sonorna, the Courl specifically found that there could be no doubt that 

there was a co~~flict between the challenged statute (which effectively invalidated wage 

increases that had been agreed to by cities and counties} and the ordinances or resolutions of 

the local agencies that ratified tl~e agreements. Here, there is no such showing of a conflict. 

To the contxaiy County Code Section 3.12.040 a~ad the iaegotzated agreements have co-

existed for a period of 44 years in haz~mony as both the local o~•dinance and successive 

MOUs heave contained the identical base salary formula. Under tk~ese circumstances, it is 

doubtful that any couY~t would conclude that the Supreme Court's decision i~~ County of 

Sonon7a compels the conclusion that County Cade Section 3.12. 44 is unconstitutional.21

Tlae 1f~1VfBA l~ree~n~tiarz Argunzerit 

As a fihreshold matter, the MMBA contemplates that as a statewide statute, i~ will 

coexist with charters, ordinances and rules of public agencies as reflected in the following 

language o~ CTovez~inent Cade § 3500 (a}: 

It is the purpose of this chapter to pxamote full corz~munication between public 
empkoyers aid t~zeir employees by providing a reasonable method of resolving 
dis~~utes regarding wages, hours, and other terms and conditions of ein~loyrnent 
between public employers and public etnplayee organizations. It is also the purpose 
of this chapter to pronlate the improvement of personnel management and 
eriaployerwemplayee relations within the various public agencies in the State of 
California by providing a r~nifa~m basis for recognizing the right of public employees 
to join organizations of their awz~ choice and be represented by those organizations in 
their employment relationships with public age~acies. Nothing contained herein 
shall be deemed to supersede the provisions of existing state law and the 
charters, ordinances, anr't rules of laca7 public agencies that establish and 
regalate ~ tr~errt or ci~~i~ service system oa• which provide for other methods of 
aetm;inisterxng employer-employee relations nor is it intended that this chapter 
be binding upon those public agencies that provide procedures for the 
administration of employer-emproyee rc~atians in accoxc~ance with the 

21 The County's reliance on San Fr~af~cisco Labos~ CouncrX v. Rege~ats of ~Iiaiu. of Califa~~zia 
(1984} 26 Cat. 3d $&5 is similarly unavailing. TIIis case raises tl~e issue of whether the Rege~~ts 
could be compelled to fix minimum salary rates fbi• certain employees at o;~ above p~•evailir~g rates in 
accord with Education Code §92611. Sauce khe California Constitution specifically provides that 
the U~~iversity operates as independently of tl~e state as possible and cai~ only be regulated as 
specified i~~ Article IX, airy attempt to analogize to this case is uailikely to be successful. 

2l 



1 

2 

3 

4 

S 

b 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12' 

13 ~ 

14 

15 

I6 

17 

I8 , 

I9, 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

z~ 
2s 

pra~visio~ns of this chapter. Tanis chapiex is intended, instead, to strengthen merit, 
civil servrce and other methods of acTministering employer-employee relatian~ 
thxaug~ the establishment of unifoxm and orderly methods of camnnunication 
betv~veen employees and the public agencies b~ which they are ernpioyed. 
Emphasis supplied. 

~ The above-quoted statuioiy language helps to explain why local ordinances continue to be 

applied to represented eix~ployees tk~raughout the state of California. 

~n post-hearing brief, the Caunty takes the positioia. that the MMBA preet~pts any 

Iacal Tabor-manageme~it p~•ocedures which foreclose salary negotiai:ions, This presupposes 

that the parties' repeat agreements to use the Measure F fonnuia, as both a oiling and a 

floor, foreclosed negotiations. This assumption is simply not accurate. As explained in this 

repa~-t, t11e panties, over the course of decades, have mutually agreed to use the same formula 

currently used try fihe Board of Supervisors to determine them own coi~lpensation. In 

advocating the principle o~MMBA pree~~tion, the County cites two cases, i.e., Voters for 

Responsible Retirement. v. Bd. o~'Super°visar~s (1994) $Cal 4"' 765 and City of Ft~esno v, 

People ex. Rel. Fresno Firefi~-hters, I~1FF Local 753 (1990 71 Cal. Abp, 4t~` 82. Neither of 

these cases is squarely on paint nor does either case provide unassailable support for the 

Count's positzon. 

In voter°s for' Responsible Retrrenrent, tie California Supreme Cc~uz~t concluded that, 

contrary to the contentiolas of both parties, Article XI, sectio~~ 1 {b) of the CaliFornia 

Consti€~.ition neithez~ restricts il~r sec~.~zes the local right of referendum on employee 

con zpensation decisions. Tae Court further concluded that ~'xovexzunent Code §25123 (e} 

{laroviding that ordinances relating to and other compensation of employees take effect 

immediately}, read in conjunction with tlae MMBA. ,does restrict the people's right of 

refei~ndunl in a case in which the ordinance that would be the subject of the referendum 

specifically relates to tie impie~nentatio~~ of a~ MUCJ. 
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In Votes^s for ResponsiUle Retir~emeazt, the Trinity County Baard of Supervisors had 

approved athree-year MOU with various employee associations which included various 

~ chat~~,es to the retirement plan subject to com~Ietian of various statutory requirements, i.e., 

amendment of the County's contract with PER5, The Baa~•d subsequently approved the 

amendment of the contract through Ordinance 3.161. Due to cam~m~ity concern thai the 

nevv retirement plan crated a financial burden on the County, the required signatures were 

gathered to challenge the ordinance through repeal oz refere~~dum. While the case does 

address to what extent the MMBA restricts the use of the ~•efez~endum to overturn. the product 

of negotiations between employers and unions (IVIDU provisions), it does not address to 

what extent a~~ employee may unilaterally repeat a local azdinance which has fox more than. 

40 years served as the formula for base salary negotiations. 

City of Fr•es~zo raises the issr~e of whether a city may contractually ag~~ee, under a 

labor agreement between the city ai d its labor unions pu~~suant to the MMBA, to refrain, for 

the duration of the agreement, from exercising its right to propose charter amendn~ezits to the 

vote~~s. In Cite of Fresno, a charter• pzavision presc~~ibed arz eight-city fpimula under v,~hic~1 

', the council was required to set salaries for police officers and. firefighters based ox~ the 

'' ave~'age salaries paid to tk~eir cou~lerparts in eight othez~ California cities. Due to an 

unsuccessful attempt to repeal tI~e charter pzovision under prior agreeznenfs and the 

~ coiatinuing concern of both police and fire unions that a citizens' group might attempt to put 

the repeal on the ballot for a second tine, the MOUs contained language providing for an 

alternative salary setting method in the event that the eight-city fozrnula were to be 
i 
eliminated by a vote of tlae electorate. Tile MOUs also contained a zipper• clause requi~•ing 

any panty desiring to change a provision of the MOU during the term of the can.tract to 

~ request a meet a~1d confer acid further stating that a party may refuse a request to meet and 
I 
~ confer if the matter or1 which negotiations was being sought was covered by the MOt,T, ar the 
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subject of a written prapasal during negotiations, Thereafter, the City requested to meet 

with the unions to discuss a possible repeal. When the unions refused to meet, the City 

brought an action requesting an injunction and declaratory relief. 

Citing County of Sacramento v. FccirA Political Pr~c~ctices bona, {1890}, 222 Cal, App. 

3d 687, the cou~~t initially observed that when. a chartez city legislates wzth regard to 

municipal affairs, its chanter prevails over stafie law. Hor~vever, as to matters of statewide 

concern, charter cities remain subject to state law. In ~i~ding that the constitutional gzants 

of authority to a charter• city are not absolute, the court specifically stated: 

The Supreme Court has held on several occasions that these provisions must be 
harmonized with haws addressing matters of statewide concern. General laws 
seeking to accomplish a statewide objective mad prevail over conflicting local 
regul~.tions even if they in3pinge u~an same phase of local control. Bcrggett v. Gates 
0982} 32 Cal. 3d 128. 

Based az~ its reading o~ People ex. rel. Seal Beach Police pfficer s Assn. v. City of Seal Beach 

(1984) 36 Cal. 3d 591, the court ~anciuded that to promote hazmonious and stable labor 

relations (a matter of statewide co~cer~), the Czty must meet and confer on cha~•ter 

amendments which involve a mandatory subject of bargaining and that once a city has 

bargained az~d agreed in an MOU to forego its power to propose amendments far the te~n~ of 

the agreement, the agreement is binding. 

~n sum, City ofTresno does root support the County's positzon chat the MMBA, a 

general statute of state~~vide concern, preempts a more specific statute, i.e., Section 3.12.040 

of the County Code. N~z~ does it stand far the proposition that Measure F is ire conflict with 

the MMBA, that the MIvIBA supersedes the ordinance; or that Measure F is unenforceable. 

Tlae Charter' Srcpefsessrnr~ A►•gur~tent 

As the third prong of its argument, tl~e County ax•gues tl~.at its Charter, enacted in 

1980, supersedes Measure F insofar as the Chanter contradicts County Code § 3.~2.0~#0. 

Specifically, the County focuses on Charter Section 302 (b} w1~ic11 empowers the Board of 
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Supervisors to set compensation for County employees. This argument ignores the fact that 

County has an obligation under a statute of statewide concern (the MMBA) to bargain with 

the Union regarding not only cnmpeiasation but other mandatary subjects of bargaitung 

whether or not specifically authorized by the Charter. Stated another way, the power o~the 

Board of Supervisors to' "set compensafiian" (here through tlae bargaining process in 

accordance with the MMBA) does not negate either the Union's pole in the negotiating 

process or the role of the electorate in ~•epealing a voter-enacted ordinance. 

In sum, the issues around Measure F are novel and cflmplex and the cited cases a~•e 

llOt C~1P~C~~.y qll ~JQ1T31:. Under these circumstances, litigatiozz foz both pa~~ies would ~ilcely be 

expensive and unpredictable and there could be unfarese~n outcomes for both panties. 

Tlie panel recomraiends cltar~ges to tl'ie tlniotr'.s pr~aposaC. 

While the Measure F forn~uia, as ~rp~lied to base salary, has not resulted in 

uncontrolled or unsustainable costs, the issues su~~taunding Measure T' have been the most 

contentious, far this season, the panel questions ~vhet~er the parties should agree to a date 

certain ~'or submission of the ballot measure. Zn the interest of promoting harmonious labor 

relations, the panel recommends that the successor agreement: commence on July 1, 2021 

and xemain in effect for a period of five years, i.e., ending an June 30, 2026, and that any 

attempt (s} to secure avoter-enacted Chatter amendment occuz• prior to expiratxan of the 

cont~•act. The panel also recommends that, in a~•der to foster collaboration t~etween the 

parties, each of the pal~iies agree to withdraw all pending unfair labor practice charges.22

az Siizce tl~e Union's proposal cantamplates that the parties wilt be wofkit~g together to 
fo~•mulate the precise language of tlYe Cha~•ter measure, the paz•ties iY~ay wish to consider whetllet~ the 
the average wage derived from the comparatoE•s shor~ld be co~isidez•ed a sa(a~y minimum or "a floor 
ai d a ceiling." If the tanguag~ provides o3~1y fok- minimums, with ttie opportunity to negotiate 
additional increases at the bargaining table, this would keep the automatic yearty itacreases 
(independent of the bazgaining process) iii effect but the County would have the freedom to 
negotiate what it regards as regionally competitive base salaries that exceed the n~inimums during 
the ►ie~t rouzld of bargail~is~~;. Thus, this approach inay benefit both pflcties. 
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The recommended approach, i.e., letting the voters decide a contentious issue that 

the parties have been unable to resolve zn bargaining, addresses the County's concern that 

the existing Charter, as amended in 1980, supersedes the local ordinance , as well as the 

~, Union's concern that the elimination of Measure F usurps the authority of the voiers and 

invites litigation by citizen groups. When viewed in the entire context of the recommended 

tet~ns of settlement, this is a reasonable pathway for the palsies to ~voxl~ togethet~ to repeal 

~ the local ordinance and re-adopt the same base salary foi~rnula, applied annually, as part of 

I the Cl~.a~~tez•. 

Whip ~a one can accurately predict the outcome o~ liti~atian, the issues raised by 

~ the parties herein are complex and r~o~vel issues of first impression. These issues could take 

years to finally determine; have a real potential to fuz-ther undermine the already strained 

zelat~ons~ip ofi;he parties, and would likely prove very expensive to litigate. Taking these 

j factors into consideration, the panel recommends adoption of the Union's proposal, as 

j modified herein, because it places resolution of the Measure F issue its tZ~e hands of the 

voters and enables the parties to engage with each other in a more collaborative ma~iex. It 

is also worth noting that acceptance of the Ux~ian's proposal does not frustrate what tl~e 

bounty has identified as its principal goals of avoiding u~lcontroiled cost escalation, 

f achieving market aligiunent with neighbarizlg counties, end p~~omotirlg long-term fiscal 

~ sustai~lability, 

TJte co~zve~sion of pef~centage pays to flr~f amauttt p~cys, rrs described herein, will bring t/te 
total conz~erisrction of barg~crning unit nzenzbers into closer ~Cignrnent with the 
cvnzparatar corcnties. 

The panel has concluded that the bargaining unit is being paid at a rate that 

significantly outpaces the total conzperrsation paid to othez simila~•ly situated enaplayees in 

~l~te Measu~~e F counties a~~d that deputy sheriff sataries have, particularly within tl~e past five 

years, outpaced increases in the consumer price index. In con-~paring the impact of base 
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salary and. pez~cei~tage pays on total compensation, the panel has fux-ther concluded that the 

market position of the Union's members (21%ahead of the rzzarl~et} is a function of total 

compensation as drivezi by percentage pays, and not by base salaries. 

The ~osztian of the bargaining unit, vis-a-vis the Measure F counties, is largely a 

producfi of escalating percentage pays that are r~egulaYly paid fio mez~nbers of the bargaining 

unit, i.e., percentage pays that grow automatically with each annual increase. The panel 

distinguishes iwo s~aecial pays, i.e,, Field Training Officer pay and night shift differential, 

because these speczal pays are paid an. an intermittent basis, As to the two intermittent 

special p~.ys, the panel recommends continuation of the status quo as neither FTO pay nor 

night shift differential have been shown to matez~ially zmpact the Cpunty's goal of avoiding 

escalati~lg future casts expected. to become fiscally unsustainable. On the other k~and, where 

the reg~,zlarly paid incentive pays collectively represent approxirr~.ately SO%onto#al 

coinpensatioi~, the County's argument (that tying these pays to Measure F saiaty inc~•eases 

has over-inflated special days) 1S ]~~T5U~5I'V~. In the panel's view, tying the gi~pwth of 

special pays to a~~nual base salaay increases amplifies the impact of the local oxdina~~ce aaad 

fuels the disparity in overall compensation betwee~~ Placer County end the Measure F 

counties. 

In sum, the County's p~'apasal to add~•ess this disparity by convez~ting percentage 

pays to flaC amounts, while at the same time increasing these pays an a ane-time basis, is a 

fain and balanced approach to controlling future casts witl~c~ut adversely impacting current 

wages. The impact of the County's proposal to rein. in escalating costs would be blunted if 

the panel we~•e to accept the Union's proposal to change educational pays to percentage pays. 

Thy panel therefore recommends that tl~~ County's proposals be adapted with regard to 

Detective T'ay, Career/Education Incentive (wikh the Union's proposed flab amount 
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that the Unian's pzoposals with rega~•d to FTO Pay and Night Siaift Differential be adapted. 

Under the circumstances presented here, the continuation of the Measure F £orrnula 

in setting base salaries on an annual basis, along with the paz•tzes' joint cammitnient to 

submit a measure to the voters {that would ~•epeal Section 3.12.p40 of the County Code and 

e~~act a charter amendment that sets an.nua~ salaries using the ~vleasure F' formula) is the quid 

pra quo far the elimination of the lion's share of the percentage pays as proposed by the 

Couz~zty. This compiamise se~•ves tl~e interest a~~d Wel~'are of the public because it addresses 

the County's ~~eed for predictability in budgetixlg; maiiitai~is the p~•edietabilzty of annual base 

salary readjustments for Union-represented employees and. brings bargaining unit members' 

o~erail compensation into closer alignment with the camparatoz• coun~.es, 

The pnneE re~otazt~~ejtt~s trte ~Tizion's pf oposaC for ~ 6(1 r~ir~~nile rardiccs 

Two other• s~eeial pays that are the subject of the dispute a~•e the Tahoe Bz~aneh 

Assignment Pay and Lozigevity Pay. Where fihe Union conceded the issue of the 

requirement of a dwelling in the Tahoe area, allowing the Union a wader area for location 

of the dwelling zs a reasonable conaprnmise. This is especiall~~ true whe~~e the 60 arr-mile 

radius proposed by the Union is designed to give officers more flexibility in selecting 

schools and housing which presents unique cl~alienges in the Tahoe region. 

The panel also recomrrtent~s u~'option of the Corcrrty's new lolzgevity~~rry 1r~rigu~ge nr~~' 
corztilau~rtion of tice stntais qz~o ►t~itJi Yegtcr~d to larigeti~ity prey cr►rtoacr~ts. 

With regard to Lcfn~evity Pay, the panel concludes that the language sought by the 

County is reasonable in Light of PERS z~egulations and should be adapted. With zegard to the 

Union's prape~sal to increase longevity pay, there is na sufficient showing #hat higher rates of 

longevity pay are warranted. 

2~ Cof~siste~it with the panel's recoaninendatioi~ on the salary issue, the panel recommends 
the Union's ps•oposed flat amounts as they reflect the Measure F raise effective February 2021. 



T`ie panel ~clso recanzmen~s ~rrloptrra~a of Cr~unty p~oposrcts 1 S anrt 16. 

In its heaving presentation, the County presented unrebutted evidence that employer 
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contrib~utian rates a.re expected to increase dramatically in the coming decade and t1~at to the 

extent that the County continues to fund a pai~tion of EPMC an behalf of tier 1 em~ioyees, 

this burgeoning liability is exacerbated. While the Caunty may have been willing at one 

~ paint during the course of the negotiations to d~•ap this pxopasal if o~he~• savings could be 

achieved, this does x~ot alter• the fact that ixnpleinentatio~l of the proposal would rest~lt in an 

immediate yearly savings to the Cou~~ty at a time when its liability for PERS con#ributions is 

increasing. The panel xecc~nlzx~ends t~.at the County's pz~oposal l S become oz~e of the terms c~ 

of a final settlement of the contract. 

Simzlaz•ly, the County' s ~roposai to control the cost of its contributions to health care 

would result in an immediate savings at a time when the cost of health insurance is 

uni~~rsaIly rising. While the panel has considered. the burden placed on officers assigned to 

the Tahoe area, This evidence is clot sufficiently persuasive to dissuade the panel froze 

recammendin~; that proposal 16 become a part of the parties' successor a~a~eemeni. 

TJre panel recorarnaerrds tCie cnntinurrtron of ex~stirrg lai:gunge of Articles 6.2 ~nrf 6.IQ. 

Tlie County's proposals 17 and J 8 regazding dental and vision care ara unrelated to 

cost savings. These requests far changes in language are deemed. by the panel to be of lithe 

consequence to either party. The panel will therefore recommend a colitinuatioia of the 

status quo with respect to Articles 6.2 (Rental Insurance) and 6.10 (Vision} fax the life of the 

successor agreemen~.2~ 

z`' In making this reco~nmeiidation, tl~e panel makes fro finding rega~•ding the Union's 
allegation tlsat by iusisti~3g to impasse that the Union agree to a zlan-matzdato~y subject (reope~~er}, 
the County has engaged iii an unfair labor pracCice. In any event, if the parties were to accept the 
recolnmeiidatic~ns o~ tlZe panel for settlement of the contract terms, this Iegal issue, like ~nt►Itiple 
otter legal issues, would become ir~►•elevant dua'ir~g the term of a five-yeas• agreement. 

~~ 



T ie prtrzel roes ~aot recomnzer~rl ~nc~t nrz~' bristling arbitration of discipline grieva~aces. 

While the Union claims that administrative procedures befoze the Civil Service 

Commission do not provide the same level of fairness as final and binding arbitration. by ~ 
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neutral arbitrator mutually selected by both parties, there is no solid evidence that the system 

~ in place is nat working to vindicate the z•zghts of the Unian's members who have been 

subjected to disciplinary action. No specific evidence was presented that would 

demonstrate that an inordinate number of cases are bezng appealed to court; that the hearing 

officers are biased or unqualified to decide disciplinary issues (that p~~obably do not involve 

an interpretation o~ the parties' contract); that employees are being denied their due process 

rights; or that the existing syst~rn is riddled. with delay or some othex• procedural unfairness. 

Under t~Zes~ czrcumstaz~ces, the panel recanlznends a continuation ofthe status quo with 

'' respect to the final appeal off' disciplinary action as set forth. in Article 11. 

The panel reco~timerztls~rznl ~r~c~ bittrfr'tag rcr~bitr^atiotz of col2trnct r'.nterprelntr"an 
grievnnees. 

With respect to Article ~-, the panel t~ecammends acceptance o~'the Union's proposal 

#2 with respect to a proposed change in the final step of the grievance procedure, i.e., from 

the filing of a formal cona~laint with tl~e Civil Service Commrssioz~ (the current final step} to 

~n~l and binding resolution by a third party neutral (as proposed by the Union}. As noted 

~y U1lI0Xi PT~S1C~~llt N0~~1 F'T~CI~TI~Q lri I11S IleaTl22g t~StITX1011~, tl~e parties have frequent 

dzsputes over tk~e n~eani~~g of their contract. Unlike disciplinary appeals, contract 

interpre#anon grievances may affect all or a substantial number of employees in the 

bargaining unit. Where the rulings of the Civil Service Conunission a~•e not fugal and 

binding and may be appealed to the superior court, tl~e duration of contract disputes may be 

u~aduly p~•olonged, i.e., spilling over i~1to a new contract cycle and bringing Iegal disputes to 

the bargaining table. 
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The Union proposes using the ~•oster flf neutrals provided by the California State 

Mediation Service {CSMCS). Arbitrators on this CSMCS raster have special expertise in 

resolving disputes regarding tk~e interpretation of collet#ive bargaining agreements. In 

accord with the Union's proposal, the arbitrator is mutually selected by the patties fiam a list 

of qualified neutrals through an alternate striking procedure and the fees and expenses of the 

arbitrator, vvho makes a final decision, are shared equally by the parties. 

Here, the Unio~~ is not s~el~ing a benefit that is rarely provided to other law 

enforcement groups. Ta the confi~ary, this is a benefit enjoyed by every agency that the 

County identified in one of its awn surveys, as well as Measure F counties. The County 

objects to fi~zal and bznding arbitration. on tl~e grounds that the~•e is no showing of unfairness 

on the part of Sheriff's Depax~tzz~.ent management. This argument ignores the fact that the 

Union seeks to transfa~•m what has essentially been a unilaterally imposed multi-level appeal 

process into a negotiated pzocedure for dispute ~•esolution that is rnoa~e streamlined. 

Subrr~itting disputes over• interpretation of eontzact provisions to an impa~~tial thi~•d 

parfy neutral is a tried and tested method of dispute resolution in unioiuzed setfiings that has 

worl~ed weld for decades. Just as submzttii~g the Measure ~' formula to the voters mould 

serve to diffuse a continuing source of conflict between the parties, submitting contract 

inter~retatinn disputes to a tl~izd party ~ieutcal would provide quicker solutions to conflicts, 

as well as reasoned decisions by mutually selected piafessional contract readers. During a 

contiaet cgcle in which the Union is being asked to surrender significant economic 

enhancements, final and binding arbitration of contz~act iuterprefiatic~n grievances is an 

appropriate trade-off for concessions ors special pays and benefit casts. 

TlreYe nr e compelling reasons for crdo,~tion of t/~e Union's pro,~os~cl 13 ns nzor~ifier~ 

Letters of warning and counseling memoranda need not rarnain active for an 

indefinite period of tine as a permanent stain on the employee's reputation. The purpose of 
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counseling and low-level discipline is not to punish the employee for an zndeter~ninate 

amount of tirr~e but rather to correct performance deficiencies. After an employee has 

drought performance into line wzth manag~nlent expectations and has received no corrective 

action or warning letter fora two-year period, the employee deserves to be afforded a 

meaningful opportunity for career growth and development, i.e., an opportunity that could 

be denied. based on stale documentatio~~ that remains in files reviewed by the employee's 

superiors. A tvao-year period is 1png enough to provide positive assurances to the County 

that an employee has chosen a new direction consistent with management expectations. 

Expunging low level discipline and counseling memoranda, after at two-year period with no 

corrective actions or warning Ietters, is e~trenlely unlikely to expose the County to liability. 

The panel recomme~ids adoption cif a more simplified version of the Union's 

prapc~sal to contain the following language: 

CUunseling memoranda are to be removed fz•om divisional files after two years 
during wlvch the employee zeceives iao subsequent counseling; mezr~oranduna. 

Documentation regarding verbal warnings a~• Letters of warning are to be x~emaved 
~rarn pe~~sonriel files after two years du~•ing r~vhich the employee receives no 
subsequent documented verbal warnings or letters of warning. 

~ This language p~~ovides a stro~lg incentive for e~.~playees to avoid counseling or discipline, irz 

order to remove obstacles to career advancement, and would be of benefit to both parties. 

The Ccttt~stj~opltic Leave Proposal wns riot fully vetted tlurirzg brrrgnining. 

The panel recogiuzes that there is a fairness issue with regazd to leave donations 

~ whe~i an enlpioyees sick leave is i~stored pursuant to Workers' Compensation; however, it is 

'~ unclean• to the panel what specific tax issues would preclude an adjustment of leave balances 

under these circumstances. The panel therefore ~~ecornmends that the parties agree to seek 

clarification from the auditor as to l ow tk~is inequity might be corrected, whether the 

catastrophic leave is used oz unused, without expc~sin~ the County or any party to taac 
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liability. Clarification of this issue would also facilitate leave donations (a practice that both 

parties suppot`t) in a naaz~~~er that would benefit both parties. zs 

Ct)NCLUSION 

Thy panel has determined that in accordance with the stafiutoty criteria, this 

recornrnendation supports the interests and welfare of the public and the financial ability of 

the public agency, addresses the long history of a base salary formula applied annually, 

considers both parties' proposals in light of wage comparability aiad fine cost of living, and 

takes iz~fio account the overall compensation of unit employees. Additionally, the proposed 

settleme~lt generates both inlznediate ai d long term cast savings while, at the same time, 

preserving a longstanding economic benefit {the annual base salary ~armuia applied per 

eontzact and local ordinance), i.e., a benefit of huge significazace to the Union and its 

zraembers. The proposed settlement also keeps in place a benefit endorsed by current Sheriff 

Bell and former• Sheriff Banner• and considered by Union witnesses to be an essential feature 

of the recruitment program, squally significant, the proposed settlement places the most 

divisive issue i~a these negotiations in the ~~ands of the vote~•s, puts an end to contentious 

Legal disputes for the duratipil of a five-year contract, and promotes labor peace and 

harmony. Finally, the adoption of final and binding arbitration of contract i~terpretatio~~ 

disputes stz~zkes a balance between cast-saving concessions and non-economic improvements 

afid recognizes tlae Uniois as an equal partner in the dispute resolution process. 

Based o~z its findings and conclusions, the panel recommends terms of settlement as 

set forth in this report and as summarized i~1 Exhibit "A" to this report. 

ill 

SEE SIGNATURES UT' M~MI3ERS C}~' THE PANEL UN NEXT PAGE 

25 The patlel also ~~ecannn3ends that all of the tentative ag~•eements under Tab 2G of the Joint 
Exhibits be iFicluded its the successor• MOU. 
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Dated: ~ ~ ' 1 ~ ~~~.'' {~'i1~--¢ 
/'~ ~ ~ a ~ It I , C~-IA1RPERSt)N 

Dritec3: 
JA~1E C~-rRIS`i'ft~ISON 
Enl~loye~ 1'anelm~:mbe~• 

I coricut- d 

I ~isse~tit ❑ 

~JASQN Ct~ v N 
~.laxaa~a Pflneln~embez~ 

I co►tcur 

I dissent D 

Altacl-~nicnC. 

Exhibit "~." {Su~i7rr~ary of Tet~~ns caf Itac4n-imencieci Seficlemez~t} 
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esselxti~( feat~,ue of the rec3•uitrnent p~•ogram, Equally si~taifica~t, the ~~~oposed settlemezit J 

places the most divisive issue in these negotiations iz~ the hands of the voters, ~u#s an end to 

eozztetitzous legaX disputes for the durt~tiosi of a five-year contt~~ct, and pxoxx~otes labor peace ~ 

cud haz~n~o~x~. 

Based. on its findings ar~d cot~clus~ons, the panel a~ecommend~ terms of settlement as 

set ~for•~Ii in this ~~poct ax~;d as su~nlx~arized i~a ~xl~ibit "A, " 

L~~tt~d; 
C~'l'I~LIZiN~ IIARI2I~, C`Ti~~It~1~~125ON 

t~lN1i. GI-~~~t~ 1't:sNS~ 
~rnployex' Panel~x~eu~ber 

~ cc~~~cut' C~ 
I disse~~t I~ 

Dated: ii:)at~d: _...__ ____ .....~ 
~AS~N T~GRR~.N 
Union 1'anelniaxa~ber 

~ caz~cu~~ O 
I dissent Q 

Att~clament: 

Exhibit `°A" (Sununary Qf Terms of Reeot~►amended Sctttement} 



Fact-Fi~.di~s~ Heax•in~ with the Caunt,~ of 'lacer 
~z the Placer Count~~ Deputy Sheriff's' Ass~ctation 

PERB Case No. SA-~M-220-M 

Placer County Panel Meinbex~ 
Jane Christenson, Assistant County executive Qfi~icer 
Auburn, California 

Dissent ai d Coucu~•rence to tl~e Facf~Fitiding Report a~~d Recomtt~e~~dations 

As the repr~sentaCive fox the County of Placer (County) to th:e Fact-Findi~ag Panel, I 
respectfully dissent &concur• wit11 the recommendations contained in the Fact-Finder's Re~ot~t & 
Recoin:rzaendations (Report), as described be~aw. Over• the past t~~o yea~~s, Chc Co~,inty has tz~zed in 
good ~aiti~ to ~~each an agreement with the I7SA to held achieve the following three goals: (1) 
avoid uncontrolled cast escalation, (2) read inafket a~igni~lent wzth its neighboring Counties; 
and (3} protnate the County's long-term fiscal sustainabiiity. To furthe~~ these boats, the County 
sought a th~.~ee-year agreement, in which the Placer County Deputy Sheriffs' Association 
{"DSA") would receive a combined 1 .75%'base salary ~~crease. This increase would 
represent az2 approximate X5.6 mz[iic~n investrne~~t into public safety over the next three yeazs i~~ 
base salaz•ies. 

However, despite the Ca~.ulty's good faith efforts to Beach an agreement with the bSA, 
the parties remain at impasse in ~legotiations. The Report's recommendations do nc~~ adequately 
address the County's primary concern: fihe need to negotiate salaries with the I7SA atad to 
repeal the statutory salary setting formula cornmorlly referred to as "Measu~•e F." Primarily for 
this reason, I am providing the following dissent and concurrence. 

L The Ca~t~ty Should Bargain Salaries for DSA Members and Repeal Measut~e F 

Consistent witih the California State Constitution, the Meyers-Mi~zas-B~~own Act, and the 
Placer• County C}~ar'ter, the County seeks to exercise its legal right to negotiate salaries with the 
DSA. The vast inajarity of public enti#ies in California establish salazy increases th~•ough this 
sane negotiatio~i p~~ocess. Fu~the~•, alI othez• Cou~ity represented bargaining units also establish 
their salaries increases through negotiations. Previously, it was thought that Measu~~e F wc~uid 
ensure that eznpi+~yees coxn~ensation ~~e~nain at ~na~•ket. However, Measure ~' has caused DSA 
cmplayees' total cotzapei~saeion to be as much as 21% above the z~arket due to the 
compounding effect off' lVleasu~•e F and other provisions of tie cuark•ent agreement. 

These escalating salaries leave created significant fiscal challenges that require that the 
County take decisive steps to remedy. Tl~e CounCy estimates tkaat the uncontx~alted costs are a 
direct result from Measure F and the existing agreement. The Coul~ty projects that based on 
current trends, the unassigned General Fund Balance will be $-22.1 million ley 2025, and ~-63.1 
million by 2030. If unchecked, the County would have to res~~ond to these deficits with layoffs 
or cuts to pudic services. While the Report recommends that Measure F fie submitted to the 
votes as a charter anlendanent, the County seelfs to repeal the measure to renled~ the County's 
Ions-terns fiscal deficits and to ba~•gZin salary inc~•eases as it does with a1i other represented 
bargaining units, in keeping with tk~e Charter authority approved by Placer vote~•s. 



2. The Caunt~Shc~uld Convert DSA Speciaity Pays to Flat Dalia~~ Acnaunts 

I generally agree with tl~e factual findings and recoinmendatio~as co~ltained in the Report 
regarding convez~ting specialty ~~ays to fat dollar amounts. While I disagt•ee that this alone is 
sufficient to addx-ess tl~e County's projected deficits, I cancuf• that converting the percentage-
based amounts to set dollar amounts as an important step to addressing the County's looming 
fiscal challenges. 

3 ~'he Report Should Recommend the Cauntv's ProUosal ion• Tahoe Branch 
A.ssi~nment Pay. 

The Cai~nty provides Tal~ae Branch Assignment ~'ay to kelp offset the increased cost of 
living in tie Tahoe Basin area. The County sougirt to clarify that em~layees must live within 50 
driving miles in ozder to qua~~fy for the pay. During the fact-Finding hea~•ing, t~:e DSA 
incaz•rectly asserted that the County's ~ropasal was too restrictive because it limits the DSA 
xne~x~bers f3•oin receiving the incentive while living in Rego ar Spa~lcs, Nevada. However, the 
County dizectly disputed this asse~~io~l by provzdi~g a coverage snap fihat clearly shows that both 
the city of Reno and Sparl~s are covered by th.c County's proposal. 

TI~e Report z•ecommends that "Tahoe Branch Assignment Pay" be provided. to employees 
wlao live beyond the cities of Rei10 ar S~arlcs, which are altaady outside the Tahoe Basin area. 
Essentially the z•eport would provide a Tahoe cosh-of-lzving windfall to DSA member ~l~o live 
outside the higher- cost aa•ea but would continue to receive the ulc~~ease in coin~ensatian. 

4, The Cou~ity's Proposal to Clarify Current Pz•actice Re~~rdiug Longevity Sl~auld 
be Adopted. 

I concur with the Re}~ort's recaminendation that the County p~'o~osal 14 be adopted. This 
clarifying language was z•ecommended Uy CaIPERS during a prioz• audit of the NIemorandunn of 
Understanding. This is not a change in practice and will have no impact on e~nplayees. 

5 The Coanty's PR•oposais I2.e~a~•din~ Ca1PERS and ~eaTth Care Coner•ibations 
shcrul+~ be adotated. 

I conct~z• with the R.eport's recoznmendatio~l that the County p~•oposals 1 S and 16 be 
adopted. These two proposals ;~esutt in immediate cost savings fog• the Co~.~nty. County Proposal 
15 will z-~quire that "Classic" tier employees will pick up their fitll share of retirement 
cont~•i~utions. This ~Jzll result in an ap~roxiznate $155,OQ0 of annual cost savings fog• the County. 

Additionally, County Pz~oposal I6 would r~q~.iire t]~at the County's contributions towards 
health ca~•e be set at $0% of the PORAC plan. This would zesult iii an approximate $2SS,357 of 
annual cast savings for the County. 



b. The County's Pro~osats Re~ai•din~ Clean up Language Re~at~din~ Visiai~ and 
Dental Cavera~e should be adatated. 

T~~ Parties' agrce~nent contains outdated la~~guage that states that e~l~ployees shall have 
cove~~age for specific dental and optical items. These items are already covered under the 
Parties' dental az~d visio~~ Mans. Accordingly, the County welts to z~ernove unnecessary and 
outdated Iai~.gua~e regarding vision and dental cane coverage. The County is not seeking to 
change its current practice ar coverage, sc~ I dissent from the Repott's recommendations that the 
obsoleted terius should ~-einain. 

7. The Cor~nty Should Not A  ~t ee to Binding Arbitration. 

r dissent from the report's recommendations ~~egardi~ig contrac~ua] arbitration. 'l~he county 
does nat pzovide contractual arbitration for this bargaining unit or any otl~e~• county bargaining 
unit but uses a Civil Sei-~Tice Commission to evaluate these types of disputes. The Civil Service 
Com;~ission consists of tnenlbers of the public who live and are active members of the 
coininunity. I believe it is in the best interest of the county to have dispuCes resolved by 
individuals who az•e members of the public, rater than appointed individuals who may came 
from hundz-eds of miles and Icnaw npthin~; about Place• County. 1"t is imyor~tarr.t tv ►tote this Civic 
Set~vicQ Ca~ra~~~ission sole ivus rr ffif rsaed by the 2QI9 eliur~ter Revietiv Corr:rtci~tee, r~s ~vell us tl~e 
voters of Placer' COidlLtjt lFZ Cd ~VOVL')tlG6)~ 202D electiol:. 

Additionally, I respectfully disagree with fihe recommendation that the contractual 
arbzt~•ation process is more stieaz~nlined o~• expeditious than the Civil Service ~o~x~~nrssian. Please 
note no evidence was presented daring the hearing to indicate that the current p~~ocess is unduly 
delayed ox• backlogged. This is especially notable when contrasted with t1~e coYaszderab~e delay 
and cast experienced to date with an outside arbitrator. 

8, The County Should Not A r•ee to Pu~~ Letters of Caunse~in~ and Rep~•imand 
that a~•c aldez~ than two years. 

I dissent from the recomn7endation that counseling tr~ernorandum and letters of ~•epriinand 
that at•e older tl~an two years shauid be re~r~oved fi•on~ sttpervisoiy files. Letters of counseling, 
instruction, aild z'eprimand are znformal corrective actions talce~l to avoid fixture, and potentially 
more set~ious, misconduct. These wz7tten documents se~vc two iznpor~tant and distinct purposes: 
(1) they place the employee on notice of actions they need to corzect; and (2) they document that 
the Depa~~tment has taken coz~•ective or~~reventative seeps. Removing o~~ limiting these 
dac~.unents would create se~•ious risk of liability for the County anti its taxpaye~~s. 



SUMiVtARY OF RECaMMENDED CC►NTRACT TERMS 

1. Base salaxy-adapt ~(7nion proposal with panel modifications 

2. Special Pays-adopt County proposal with ~.lnion's method of calculating flat pays for 
Career Incentive Pays {except as provided in 3} 

Ccintinu~ status quo r~vith respect to FTO pay and night shift diff~~•ential (with addition of 
side letter re: i~fiez•~aretation of Section 8.11) 

4. Continuation of status quo wit11 x~ega~~d to education incentives 

S. Adopt County proposals 1S and 15 for control of benefit: costs 

6. Adopt 60 air miles in lieu of 50 driving mils far Tahoe Branch assignment 

7. Cnt~tinue status quo with regard to longevity pay rates but adapt County pz~opasal for 
language change to reflect PARS regulations 

8. Continuation of stratus quo with regard to Article 6.2 (Dental Care} and b.10 {Vision) 

9. Adopt Uni.a~ proposal l3 (Pe~•sonr~el Tiles as zilodified by panel) 

10. Adapt panel ~ropasal to seek clarification z•egarding tax implications of ~~estoring unused 
or catastrophic leave 

11. Adopt Union pz~oposal for final and binding arbitration of contract interpretation 
grievances 

12, Continue sfatus quo with rega~•d to disciplirlaiy appeals 

13. rive-year contz•act 

14. Adopt all tentative agreements under tab 26 of joint exhibits 

Exhibit "A" 
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Section 1. This ordinance. irt~plernents salary adjustments. for empbyees represented by 
the Placer County I3eputy Sheriff's ..Association. (PCDSA) as set forth ire Exhibit A, 
attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference. 

Section ~. This ordinance shall be effective the firs~pay per o~:foUowinc~ adoption unless 
otherwise set forth in Exhibit A. 

Section 3. That #his ordinance is adopted as an un-codified ordir~ance, 

Exhibit A: Campensatian Adjustments for Employees. Represented by Placer County 
Deputy Sheriffs' Association 
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EXHIBIT Q 

SALARY Ap,~l1~TN[ENTS 
PCDSA represented employees shall receive general wage increases ~s foliaws: 

• Deputy Sheriff Trainee 1.09°!0 
• Deputy Sheriff I 'i.09%o 
• Assistant Deputy Sheriff I 1,..09°!0 
Q Deputy SheriffJl 1,09°10 
• Chief Deputy Coroner 3.41 °!o 
• Sheriffs Sergeant 1.4~% 

1 nvestigator —District Attorney 1.41 
• Investigatgr—Welfare Fraud/Child Support 1.47% 
• Investigator —Welfare Fraud —Supervising 1.41 % 

HEALTH CARE 
a. effective January 7, 2022, the County shall pay up to 80°lo of the fatal premium far the PORAC 

health plan offered by the County.. 

b. Employees who select a health plan with higher monthly premiums than the maximum monthly 
premium paid by the county (Section a. above) shat( pay the difference through payroll deduction. 
Should employees sei~ct a health plan with lower monthly premiums than the maximum monthly 
premium paid by the County, the`County's contribution shall be limited to the cost of the selected 
plan premium. 

.~-
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Secfion This ordinance st~a11 be effective the.. first .pay period following adoption. 

Section .That this o~d n~nc~ is adopted as a codified ordinance. 
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~XHI~1T A 
3.0 .490 Work required of employees. 

A. General, Professional ar~d Deputy Sheriffs Units. Except. as may otherwise be provided., an 
err►ployee who occupies a full-time, permanent position shall worEc forty (40) hours an each workweek. 

B. general Unit Ernpfoyees Subject to FLSA 7J ~xernption. ~mplayees subject to the F~SA 7J 
exemption shall be on an eight-hour day, eighty (80) hour work period for Purposes of overtime. 

C. General Unit Emplo}fees Subject to FLSA 7K Exemption. Employees subject to the FLSA 7K 
exemption sha{I work on a twenty~eighk (28) day work period for purposes of overtime.::

D. `PAEQ. Employees subject to the provisions of 207(k) of the Fair Labor Standards Act {FLSA) 
shall work a regularly recurring fourteen (14) day work period, consistent with the county's pay period.. 
schedule. 7irne worked. in excess of eighty (80} hours during the work period shall be compensated at 
time and one-half or comp~nsatary time earned a~ timE and one-half, pursuant to the PPEO MDU. Within 
such work period are work schedules. and shift assignments, as determined by the sheriff's office and 
district at#orney's office. 

E. deputes Sheriffs' ]Rssociation. Emnlov~es subject to the provisions of 2Q7tk1 of the Fair 

work 

~F. deputy Sheriffs Unit Employees Subject to FLSA 7K Exemption. employees subject to the 
FLEA 7K exem~+tion shalt wank on a #wenty-eight (28) day work period for purposes of overtime. when 
working voluntary shifts. Mandatary overtime in excess of the forty (40) hour workweek shall be 
compensaked of time and one-half,. 

Sworn personnel assigned to the corrections division may be assigned. rotating workweeks of thirty-six 
(36) hours and forty-four {44) hours. This would be accomplished by working three twelve {12) hour days.. 
wikh four days. off, followed by three twelve (12) hour days. and one eight-hour day with. three days :off, 
which would result in one hundred sixty {160) hours of scheduled work in a twenty-eight {28) :day cycle. 

Officers assigned to this shift shall not be ~ntifled to overtime for the hours wark~d in excess of forty 
(40) per week which are used to complete the work cycle.: 

:For purposes of implementing the "3-12" shift, personnel shall only be assigned to the permanent 
twelve ~'!2) hour shifk at the start of a pay period and #ransferred off the "3-'I~" at the close of a pay 
period. 

~G. Each employee shall. be entitled to take one fifteen (15~ minute rest period for each four. hours 
of work;performed by sueh employee ̀ in a worK day (i.e.; iv~ro fifteen (15) :minute breaks for work days that 
consist of eight, nine omen (1Q) hour shifts, and #hree fifteen (15) minute breaks for employees on twelve 
(12) hour shiftsj. If not taken, such rest per[od is waived by such employee. 

Ohl. PP~Q Represented and Confidential Employees---Extended UVork assignments. Except for a 
declared emergency, an employee who has worked sixteen (~ 6) consecufive flours must be allowed a 
minimum of eight hours a1'f before being required to return to work. An employee shall suffer no lass of 
pay nor shall there b~ a .deduction from the <emp{oyee's leave balances if this :eight (8)-hour period 
overEaps with the employee's normal shift. (Ord. 5991<8 § 7, 2019, Ord. 5683-B § 3, 2012; Ord. 5531-5, 
2008; Ord. 547$~B (Attach. A}, 2007; prior code § 14.209) 
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3.04.~8~ C?~rertime—fall-back duty. 
A, PP~Q Represented and Confid~ntia Employees. 

1 _ When an employee is called back to work afterthey gave completed an assigned shift, the. 
employee shat! receive a minimum of taro i~ours of call-back pay atone and one-half times the. 
employee's hourly rate. Time worked for which the employe is entitled compensation shall include 
reasonable travel to the worksite. 

2. Call-back pay s~a1l not apply to situations where the employee has been retained vn duty by ;the 
employee's supervisor beyond the end of the. emp)oyee's shift... 

3. Call-back pay at the minimum rate of one hour atone and. one-half times the employee's hourly 
rate sna3f apply to those situations were an employee performs authorized work on behalf of the county 
wit}iout being required ,to physically return to work: 

4. N1uIt'rple ca11s to the employee within a sixty (60) minute period beginning with the frst call, in the 
same hour, shall be paid as a single coil-back pa5r period. 

8. Deputy Sheriffs Unit Court Appearances. 

1. UVhen an employee is required #o appear in court'in connection with their job duties on their 
regular day off, such employee shall be entitled to overtime. The minimum overtime to which s►~ch 

employee is entitled shall be ~f-ifee four hours at time end one-half. 

2, When an employee is scheduled for a court aQpearance on their day ofF and the cau~t 
appearance is ~anceiled after six p.m. the day prior to the scheduletl appearance, they'shafl receive two 
hours' pay at their overtime rate. ((3rd.. 6068-B § 1, 2x21; Ord. 5740-8 § 3, 2fl14; Qrd. 5631-8, 2Q08; C}rd. 
6478-B {A#tach. A), 2007; Ord. 5443-8, 2007; Ord. 5442-B, 2007; prior code § ~t4.2'!$~ 

3.Q4390 Overtime—Stand-by duty. 
A. Stand-by duty requires the employee so assignetl: 

1. To be ready to respanc! to calls for service; and 

2. Yo be reachable by telephone or radio; and .

3. 7o refrain from activities wt~ict~ might, impair his or,her ability ~a perForm his or her assigned 
duties. 

B. Stand-by duty may only be assigned by a department head, or designaked representative. 

C. For employees represented by the'Placer County .Deputy Sheriffs Association:, stand-by :duty 
shall be compensated a~f f^~+~ ~ fl'n RAmm~r~nririm nFl lnr~erc4n rJ ~ (~ h n._~.n_'~F~o ni~n Ir •+nr~„#~ 

and shall be paid in the pay period-it is earned. Weekdays are defined as Mondav 12:01 a.m. 
through Friday tnitinic~ht. Holidays are defined as the County declared holiday from 12.01 a.m. to 
midnight. 

_, 

D. Far employes represented by Placer Public Employees,fJrganization.{pPEO}, stand-by duty 
shall be compensated as set forth in the Memorandum of Understantling between the;county and P~'EO. 

~. Stand-by duly and stand-by corripensation sha11 not be deemed overtime compensation fior 
purposes of.Section 3.04.230. (Ord. X879-8 § 1, 2017; Ord. 5835-B § 2, 2016; Ord. 5749-5 § 1, 2094; 
Ord. 5747-B § 1, 2014;. Ord. 5740-B § 4, 204; Ord. v70~-B § 7, 2013; Ord. 5683-B § 6, 2012; Ord. 5478- 
B (Attach. A), 2007; Ord. 5309-B, 20Q4; prior code §X4.220) 

3.08.9Q2Q Fitness for duty evaluation during employment. 
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A. When, ir, the judgment of khe appointing authority.., an employee's health, or physical or:rr~ental 
condition is such that it is desirable to evaluate ,h~-~~; the employee's capacity to perform the duties 
of #~-e their position, the appointing authority steal! require the employee to unsiergo a fitness for 
duty medico! or psyeho(ogica! evaluation, Such evaluation s}~~II be ~y a physician or nsvcholocast 
selected by the. county: 

8. The examining physician or psvcholoQist'shall state wh~thEr~ ~C~I r'~i~r,Tvi-r~ic~.T their opinion, the 
employee is able to properly perform the essential job dutiesJfunctions of the position. Such. determination. 
shall be based :upon theessential. job dutieslfunctions and the;diagnosis or injury/illness, and whether the 
emplayee;'s condition can be remedied withina reasonable. period ;of time. 

C. If the examining physician or psychc~lo~isE finds the employee unfit to perform the essen#ial job 
dutieslfunctions of ; ~~ ~~;~~ ht e position, the employee may, within fourteen (14) calendar days after 
notification of the determination, submit a written xequest to the county disability management 
administrator to provide additional information to the examining physician or psychologist ~or'review. 
The additional information provided must be relevant to the nature and extent of the medical condition{s} 
which'relates to the employee's 9nabil ty to perform essential job duties/functions. All costs associated 
with obtainingl~roviding additional medical information relating to this appeal are the financial 
responsibility of tf~~ employee, 

D. F~rtheT medical information provided. by the employee will then be submitted directly to the: 
examining physician or psYchoiogist who completeri the initial review. The physician ar t~s~dchalogist 
will ,review the additional information and determine whether ar not the employee can ~rop~riy perform 
the essential job duties/functions of #~--~ -the position. The employee shall not be entitled to a second. 
evaluation by another physician or psvchoJcactist. (~rd. 5740-8 § 31, 2013; t3rd. 5683-8 § 38, 20 2; Drd. 
5478-8 (Attach. A), 2007; prior code § ~ 4.197 

3.12.020 Classified service-Salary and benefits. notations.• 
1. For employees represented by the Placer County. Deputy. Sheriff's Association (PCDSf~} floating 

holiday shall be taken within the calendar year granted and shall not carry over from year to year. Unused 
holiday time will no# be compensated upon termination. 

2. Uniform Allowance-Sworn. Peace Officers. 

Deputy Sheriff I 

Deputy Sheriff f1 

Sheriff's Captain 

Sheriffs Lieutenant 

Sheriff's Sergeant 

a. 1f required by fihe county to wear a uniform as a regular park of #heir tluties, a uniform allowance 
sh~Il be paid on a biweekly basis. This shall nok affe~f reserve deputies, honorary deputies and other 
county officers and employees deputized far special purposes. New employees will be advanced the first. 
year's uniform allowance in their first full paycheck andreceive uniform allowance on a biweekly basis 
upon their first-year ann~rersary. 

b. The uniform allowance is one t~►ousand sixty-five dollars {$1,065.00} per year for Aubum area 
and. one thousand two hundred,fiiteen dollars{$1,215.OQ} per year far Tahoe area.. 

c. Employees appointed,or reassignetl to Dutch Flat or Foresthill resident deputy Qr #o :any position 
east ofi Serene ..Lakes shall receive aone-time winter clothing stipend in the amount of two hundred fifty 
dollars ($250.p0). 

d, if purchase of the campaign hat is mandatory, the sheriff s department will pay for the cost of the 
hat and wi11 reimburse association members immediately upon provision of ~ receipt. 
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3. Career and Education Incentive. Fulf-time permanent employees in the fallowing classes shall be 
eligible far the career and education incentive;. 

Deputy Sheriff 

Deputy Sheriff II 

Investigator ::District Attorney 

Investigator-Supervising D stric#Attorney 

lnyestgator iNelfare Fraud 

[nvesfigator—Welfare Fraud—Supervising 

Sheriff's Captain 

Sheriffs Lieutenant 

Sheriffs Sergeant 

s - n . _ «~ -

~ i. . ■ ~ 

a.#:. `(ntermediate POST. 

for employees represented by the Placer County Law Enforcement Association (PCLEMA}, 
compensation for PCJST nterm~diak~ certificate shall be pursuant to the terms of the Memorandum of 
Understanding. between Placer Gaunty and the PCLEMA. 

ii. For employees represented by the PGDSA, Intermediate POST pay shall.be _ 
. s follows: 

deputy Sheriff 1 $735fmonth 

~eputy Sheriff It X1.030/month 

Sheriff's Sergeant 1.2251manth 

Investigator —District Attorney $~1,2851manth 

lnvestis~ator-1Netfare Fraud $1,2851month 

InvestiQa~or —Warfare Fraud --Supervising ~1,3851month 

b.s: Advanced POST._ 

i, For employees ̀ represented by P~LEMA, compensation for POST advanced;~ertifiCate shall be 
pursuant to the terms of the Memorandum of Understanding between Placer County and the PGLEMA. 

ii. ~'or ~mploye~s represented by the PCDSA, Advanced. Pf.~ST pay shall be 
.as follows: 

Deputy Sheriff 1 $~1,0401month 

Qeauty Sheriff 1[ $1i460lmonth 

Sheriff's Sergeant $1,735tmonth 

lnvestigator ~ District Attorney ~1,8251month 

Investivator -Welfare Fraud $1.8251month 

Investaator —Welfare Fraud — S~nervsinq $1,960tmonth 

c.~ Full-time permanent employees represented by the PCDSA or PCLEMA will be eligible. for 
educational incentive pay: To be eligible fioraducations!-incentive .pay the degree rr~ust be from an 
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accredited.. cailege, consistent with the human resources department practices in determining validity of 
the college and degree, Employees must presen# evidence of successful completion of a qualifying 
degree, consistent with this section to their department head, which shall determine end certify whether 
employees are eligible to receive educational incentive pay. 

For employees represented by the PCDSA, the amount of the educational incentive. for AA, 
BA car MA degrees shall be as ~~} f^~,", ,n ~ha Al~amnr~nrdi im n{ I Inrlorc}.~nri~~n ,,~,,.,eo„ o ,,,,ter 

:foltaws; 

Associate decree (AA} 1001pav period 

Bach~lor'~ decree (BA) ~+1251pay period 

Master's de~tree tMA1 $175Ipav perad 

ii. ~flr employees represented by the. PCLEMA, the amount of the .educational incentive for:AA, 
BA or MA degrees shall be as set forth in the Memorandum of Understanding between Placer Gounfiy 
and the PCLEMA, 

d.e: Emp3pyees msy not receive educational incentive pay for more than one degree. The 
payments are not cumulative and only one degree qualifies fior payment. 

4. Uniform Allowance-PPE Represented Employees. Uniform allowances sha11 be processed as 
a non-reimbursable, taxable, Bi-weekly pay in .accordance with procedures established by the Auditor 
Controller's office. 

a. Seven Hundred Fifty Dollar ($750.00} Allowance. An annual uniform a[Iawanc~ far employees 
who are required to wear a uniform as a regular part of their duties will be paid for the follawring clasp 
series in the amount of seven hundred fifty dollars x$750.00} pee year: 

Administra#ive Glerk 

Administrative Legal Clerk 

Accounting Assistant. 

Public Safety Dispatcher 

Probation Department;StafF services Analyst 

Probation Assistant 

Probation Department Information Technology 

Probation Department Executive Secretary 

Proaation Department Administrative Technician 

Anima( Care Attendant 

b. tine Thousand Sixty-Five Dollar ($.1,065.00) Agowance. An ~nnuaE uniform allowance fo[ 
employees who are required to wear a uniform as a reguEar part of their duties will be paid, far the.. 
following class series, in, the amount of one thousand sixty-five dollars ($1:,065.00) per year; 

Agriculturaland Standards inspectors 

Animal Control Officer 

Gvrnmun ty Sery es Officer 

Correctional Officer 

Environmental Health Specialists 

Environmental Health Technical Specialists 
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Environmental Health Technicians 

Evidence Technician 

Deputy Probation Officers — FieEd 

Deputy Probation aificers ~ Institution. 

Inuestig~tive Assistant 

5. Family and CE~~Idr~en's Services (FAGS) Unit Pay. Designated employees shall be paid five 
percent if they have been assigned to field activities ofithe Family and Children's ̀ Services (FAGS) Unit or 
perform after hours responsibilities related to emergency child protective duties... 

6. Special beams Pay-Sworn Peace Officers. Special pay will be as follows for those employees 
ass[gned #o the following special teams without regard to call-out: 

a. Special Teams Pay and related special assignment pay shall be as set forkh in the Memorandum 
of Understanding between the county and the PCLEMA. 

b. Specie)Teams Pay and related special assignment pay for'em la ees're resentetl b the 

Specie[ Enforcement Team pa~o of $150.00 per manth. 
Gertifi~cf Divers Pav of $15~.QQ per month. 

undercover capacity. 

7. Cell F~ctraction Response Team (CERT) Pay—PPEO Correctional Officers. The county wi11 pay 
one. hundred twenty-five dollars 0125.00) per rrtanth special team .pay for those correctional o~cers 
assigned ~y the sheriff to participate on the CERT Team. 

8. Night Shift differential. 

a PPEO Genera) and Professional Units and Confidential Employees. 

For the purposes ofi this subsection, "regularly assigned to work," means the hourly work 
schedule assigned to each employee. 

ii A(I employees regularly assigned to work fifty {~0);percent or more of their hours befinreen the 
hours of five p.m. and six a.m. shall xeceive a night shift differen#ial of seven and one-half percent of base 
pay for all hours worked.. 

iii, AI) employees regularly assigned to work fifty (50) percent or-more of their hours between the 
hours of five p.m. and six a.m. shill continue to receive the seven and one-half percent shift differential 
even when they work hours outside ofi the eve p.m. to six a.m time. period, 

iv. All employees who are not regularly assigned to work fifty {50} percent or more of their hours 
between the hours ofi five p.m. and six a.m. shall receive a night shift differential of seven and one-half 
percent of base pay for all hours worked between the t~vurs of five p.m. and six a.m., prodded the 
empEayee works a minimum of three hours between the period of five p. m. and .six a.m., excluding any 
hours that are part of the employee's regular shift.. 

b, PCDSA. 
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h'ff rdiFForcrs4"-~st • • . rri~z'CiTTic—rc~T-ciccT 

1G~~Sr~ F~f-S~'i~~ "` S~i3i{-t~~-o~;r 
n rnh4 chiff rliffr~~n n}~+~I ~eeL+ar itlh r'1 ~rsry ~s >y~~~~~~~#'~{f-,i'/~T- ~1-nnrn~nt nr mnro nffho {~n~ rr nrn h" .~nc-vmrc-vrrrc; ..,~ ~...a~ . ....~ ~.. ~ ,.~ y ~t7 l 1 Y" ~-~c~3Af~1~ 

~'"z,,~ ~Qrc ̂ f ~„" ^ ",. ^^^' ~i~t- -For the ~urlao~~~ c~i thl~ section. "Re~ut2~rl~ ~ssi~n~ri tc~ work" 
means the hnttriY worfe scherlc~l~ assi~n~tf an a QuarE~rly basis tcs each em~aloYe~. 

i. Emglovees other than those rec~ularly assiancd to work of the fai! shalt receive a shifE 

minimum of three hours duri[~q the#ime frame. 
employees r~qufariv assigned to work 50%.or more of their hours between the hours of 
A~:30 a.m, and x:34 a:m. shalt ~ontinu~ t~ rece[ve the ~4.4'i ner hntir shiff rlifferantial avar 
when they work additional shifts that would nth~rwise not aualiiv far st~[ft differential 
t~aymen~s 

c. PCLEMA. Emplgyees assigned to woi k a majority of hou~~ of a reguEar Shift (e.g., five.<hours of 
eight} between the hours of five p.m. (day 9) and eight a.rn. '(Qay 2) sha11 receive ~ night shift differ~nftal 
of seven and one-ha(f percent for all hours in that shift. 

9; Rain Gear. Qnce every three years, employees assigned to the. following areas shall be provided 
with rain gear, including coat, pants ~~7d bnofs; as deemed necessary by the appointing authority: rands, 
utility seruice workers, building maintenance,. daGument solutions, central stores, animal control afficers, 
TART bus ;drivers, building inspectars, mini-bus drivers, park and grounds workers, communicatians, 
garage, engineering. technicians: (when assigned field inspection duties), environmental. health warkers, 1T 
analysts, 1T technicians,. and deputy probation officers assigned to field duties. The appointing authority 
can replace an employee's rain gear more often as #hey deem .necessary. 

1 D. Supplemental Compensatian-Declared Snow Shift Assignments.. 

~. The county will :pay an assignment differential of ten (90) percent of base salary to each 
employee assigned by the appointing authority, ar designee, to perform snow removal duties. No 
employee will receive work out of class pay for the purpose of pert~rming snow removal duties. 

b. The number e~igibls and time period for which such status 3s avaEable shall be determined jointly 
by the director of public works and the county executive office.:: 

c. such compensation shall be in addition to any overtime to which the employee,is entitled under 
the provisions of °Section. 3.04.240, ek seq. 

1 1. B -Lingual Pay.. ~'~~~-~r'rocnnFn►7 Rn~naesnman~ C'nnferlcnFi~l Df~hC.A Onnr~can*nrl nrr ri 

R~'! ~flAA Ranrarantr~ri~M~~ ~~oaG. • • -_~ -,--.•.-_ -.••r._,. ~... Upon request of the department head and approval Qf the director of 
human resources, designated employees shall be paid ' ' for the 
use of a second language in the normal course and scope of work. Sign language shall constitute a 
second language v~rithin the meaning of bilingual pay provided that the requisite certification procedures 
as defined by the director of human resources have been completed. 

i. PPEO Reuresented. Management, 'Confidential, Safely ManaaemenE and PC~EMA 
Represented employees shalt be paid an-additional five percent {5°l0~ of base salary. 

ii. PCDSA'Rearesented employees sha[I be paid an additfana[ X464 per month. 

12. Universal Technician Pay. Upon request of the department head, and approval by the. director ofi 
human resources, the county will pay an additional five percent of base hourly rate, plus. longevity if 
applicable, #o employees who have been certified as a universal technician as requ9red by 40 MFR Part 
82, subpark F, anct who are assigned duties in the department of facilities managerrtent that are consistent 
uvith that certification. 
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13. Tool Reimbursement. The;following classifications stall receive a seven hundred fifty dollar 
0750.00) per year tool r~pl~cement allowance to be reimbursed quarterly.. in accordance with ,procedure 
estabiishe~ by the auditor controller's office; No more than ore claim may be submitted:far 
reimbursement in any calandar quaver. Classifications eligible for this personaE reimbursement shall 
include:' 

11644 Automotive Mechanic 

11605 MasterAutomotive Mechanic. 

11.611, Equipment Mechanic. 

1761:3. Master Equipment Mechanic 

11601. equipment Service Worker 1 

11602 Equipment Service Worker`Il 

13302 Supervising Mechanic 

14. Jail Administrative legal G[erk Training Pay. The county shall pay a differential of five:. percent of 
base salary to ..each employee in the classification of administrative legalclerk journey and adrr~inistrafiv~ 
legal cler{c-se~iar who is assigned by the sheriff to worEc as a jail administrative legal clerk trainer. it shall 
be understood that the above-described training pay shalt be paid to an employee only during the time 
assigned ja91 administrative legal clerk trainer responsibilities. Payment of said training pay to that 
employee shall cease of the time the sheriff terminates the jail administrative legal clerk training 
responsibilities orreassgns training responsibilities to another employee. 

95. Meld or Jail Training ~fFicer. 

a. The county sha11 pay ~ ~;~~~a^+;~~ ^{{~~; ark 3~9 per month to each 
employee in the classification of deputy sheriff !I who is assigned by the sherif€ to work as a field training 
officer or as a jail. training officer; provided that not more #han twelve (12} employes sha(Lreceive the 
said f~~~,~y- spay differential at any one time. 

b. The county shall pay a differential ofi#ive percent of base salary #a each employee in the 
classification of correctional officer ll who is assigned by tf e sheriff to work as.a jail training officer. 

c, It shalt be understood that the above-.described salary differentials shall be paid to an employee 
only during the time they ere assigned forma( field training or jail training responsibilities. Payment of said 
differential #o that employee shall cease at such time as the sheriff shall terminate the field :training 
responsibilities or,reassign same to another employee. 

16, Public Safety .:Dispatcher Training Pay. The county .shall .pay a differential of five percent of base 
salary to each employee in the :classification of public safety dispatcher 11 who is assigned by the sheriff to 
work as a dispatch trainer. it shaft be understood that the above described salary differentia! shall be paid 
to an employee onEy during the #ime #hey are assigned dispatcher trainer responsibilikies. Paymenfi of said 
differential to that employee shalt cease at such time as the sheriff shall terminate the dispatcher trainer 
responsibilities or reassign same to another employee. 

17. POST Dispatcher Certificate Pay. Employees permanently allocated to the classificakions of 
public safety dispatcher 1, public. safety dispatcher 11, supervising public safety dispatcher, and dispatch 
services supervisor will be eligible for the fallowing certificate pays: 

a. Incentive pay for possession of a POST dispatcher intermeciia#e certificate wil( ,be one hundred 
dollars 0100.00) per pay period... 

b. Incentive pay for pass~ssion of a POST dispatcher advanced certificate will be one hundred 
twenty-fiive dollars ($125.00) per pay period. 

c. The above incentive amounts are not cumulative or compounded and employees will :receive 
only one rate of incentive pay fior the POST certification. 
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18. Lateral Signing Bonus. Public safety dispa#char ll, supety sing public safely dispatcher, and 
d SpatGh sen~ic~s supeR~isar: ~pplicanfs with prior dispatch experience who are hired into permanently 
allocated pastions wi11 be eligible for the following one-tirr~eincentives upon their initial hire fio the county; 

a. An initial. payment of one thousand five hundred dollars ($'I,a00.D0} will be a~de~ to the first 
paycheck earned, and 

b. A second/final ..payment of one thousand dollars {$.1,000:00) will be paid out upon the successful 
completion of the entire probationary period as determined by the Sheriff. 

39. ; PPEO Professional Unit, Confidential and Management: The county shall pay a differential of 
five percent of base salary to each employee who obtains a certificate as:a certified public accountant 
and who, with the concurrence of the county executive o~cer, makes use: of the CPA in the course and 
scope ofi their employment. 

2Q. Canine Pay. Sworn peace ofF'rcers represented by ~-S9~r4-~ PCLEMA and PPE coRectional 
afFcer classifications assigned by the sh~rifF car district attorney to the duty of supe►vision, carp and 
feeding of a canine, as "canine han~fers,° shad receive canine pay of three hundred dollars 0300.04) per 
month. PCDS/~ Canine Handlers .shall receive Caning Pa of five hours er 1d-da work eriod 
maid at the overtime rate of time end one=half the emplovee'~ base hourly rate of qay. 

a. All veterinary care and maintenance of the canine as to be provided at county expense. 1k is 
agreed that care and maintenance includes: veterinary care necessary fo prevent and treat injuries and 
diseases, :annual physical exams and ino~ulati~ns. County-owned canines shat! receive veterinary carp 
from a county designated veterinarian,. Canine handler-awned canines may .receive treatment from a 
county-designated veterinarian or one of the canine handler's choosing. Veterinary expenses incurred 
fihrough county-designated veterinarians will be paid by the county through direct billing by the 
veterinarian. Expenses incurred through a veterinarian of the canine handler's choice will be paid by 
reimbursement to the canine handler for r~ceipted claims, provided that in no event shall reimbursement 
exceed the :amount normally paid to a coun#y-designated veterinarian for the same ar similar service. 
Food for the canine will be provided at the expense ~f the county through an established blanket 
purchase order and policy developed by the sheriff s department. 

b. The county will provide for the replacem~nf of the canine should it be disabled. or killed as a 
result of a line-of-tluty injury or accident at no expense to the canine handler. 

c. This care and maintenance pay is granted in recognition of the personal monetary investment, 
duties and responsibilities of a canine handler, in lighf of the Qn-duty time already being :provided and 
includes the time spent by the caning handler employee while off duty in the care and maintenance of the 
assignetl canine, >as weH as reimbursement of canine related expenses. It represents good faith 
compensation associated with the daily care and main#enance of a canine ou#side the normal hours of 
work Qf the assigned canine handler employee tluring the month. The intent of this pay is to ensure 
compliance with a1( applicable state and federal labor laws, nc{udng, but not limited to, the Fair La6ar 
Standards Act, 29 U.S.G.. Section 2p1 et seq.,; and 29 C.F.R, Section 78.23. 

21, Jail Incentive Pay.. 

a. The county will pay an assignment differential of five percent of base salary to each:emplayee in 
qualifying Lobs, assigned to report to antl work within the jail facility on a regular full or part-time basis. 
The. qualifying jobs are:: 

Accounting Assistant—EntrylJaurneylSenior 

Accounting Technician 

Administrative Clerk—~nfiry/JaurneylSenior 

Rdministrativ~ Legal Clerk :Entry/.tourney/Senior 

Administrative LegalSupervisor 
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Administrative .:Secretary 

Building Craft Mechanic/Senior Building Craft Mechanic 

Clienf Services Counselor—IJiUSenior 

Client Services Practitioner-1/11tSenior 

Cus#odan-1/1I 

b. ,senior administrative legal clerks assigned to work as shift supervisors wil( receive an additional 
five percent of base salary,., 

22, LCSWtMFT/MFGC Pay. The country shall pay an add9tional fine percent of base hourly rate,;plus 
longevity if applicable, to each employee in the classifications of client services practitioner I!(I/senior and 
client services program supervisor, uvho obtains a certificate as a licensed clinical social worker (LCS1t 
marriage and family therapist (MFT); marriage, f8mily, child counselor {MFCC); liCens~d professional 
counselor ~LPCC); licensed psychologist (Ph.t?. and Psy.D.). 

23. Vlfork Boot/Safety Shoe AI{owance,. 

a. Each employee,in the classifications lisfied below shall receive an .:annual work hoof/safety shoe. 
allowance of three hundred dollars 0300.00}. The annual safety shoe allowance sha11 be paid ;in equal 
payments each pay period. Employees receiuing such allowance shall be requretl ~a wear work books or 
safety shoes at all times while perForm ng their job duties, 

Agricultural and Standards Inspector 1/Il/SeniorlSupervising 

Animal Gare Attendant 

Animal Confro[ Officer I/IllSeniorlSu,pervising/Superyisir~g Senior 

Assistant Road Superintendent 

Automotive Mecha~iclMaster F~utomative Mechanic 

Building Crafts Mechanic/Senior/Supervising 

wilding Inspector 1111/Senior/Supervising 

Bus Driver I/iIlSenior 

Code ComAliance C?fficer I!lUSupervising 

Custodian VlllSeniorlSupervising 

Emergency Services Specialist I/lUSenior 

engineering Technician V!I 

Environmental Health Specialist aegis#erect—Assistant/AssociatelSenior/Supervising 

Environrra~ntal Health Technical Specialist 

~nviranmental Health Technician I/!I/venior 

Equipment MechaniclMaster Equipment Mechanic 

Eq,uiprnent MechaniclWelder 

Equipment Ope~atodEquipment Uperator—Senior 

Equipment Services 1Norker Illl 

FEeet Sefv ces Technician 

Information Technology Analyst l/l1(Senior {Assigned to Telecommunications} 

Information Technology 7schnician 1/II1Supervisor {Assigned to Telecommunications) 

Mainfienance Worker 

Mechanic—Supervising 
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Park and .Grounds Worker/Ser~iorlSupervising 

Road District Supervisorll~oad ..District Sup~rvisar :.Senior 

Storekeeper 

Surveyor AssistantlAssociatelSen or 

Traffic Sign Maintenance WatkerlSenior 

Traffic Sign SuPeruisorlTraffie Sign supervisor :Senior 

Transportation Supervisor 

Tree Trmrnerll'ree Trimmer—Senior 

Tree. Maintenance Supervisor/Tree Maintenance Supervisor Senior 

Uti[ily Service WorkerlSeniorlSupervising 

Utiliky C}p~rations Supervisor 

Was#e Disposal Site AttendantlSenior/Supervisor 

Wildlife Specialist. 

b. A~minis#rative Dispatcher Assigned to Tahoe. ~mplayees in the departrnenfi of pubic works 
a$signed to khe classification of administrative dispatcher assigned to Tahoe shall receive an annual work 
booUsafety shoe allowance of one hundred fifty dollars ($.1.50.00) per year. The annual work booUsafiety 
shoe allowance shall be paid in equal payments each pay periotl. Ernplayees receiving such allowance 
shall be required to wear work boots or safety shoes at all times while performing their job duties. 

24. (nmafie Qversight Pay—PPEO Represenfied Employees, Inmate oversight pay shall be as set 
forth in the. Memorandum of Understanding.. 

25, Wellness Incentive—PCLEMA. Wellness ̀ incentive pay stroll be as set forth in the Memorandum 
ofUnderstanding between the county and the F'CLEMA. 

26. PPEC? represented employees may receive a pay differential of fwa and one-half percent of base 
salary for special skill certification{s) and/or]icenses. To qua3ify, the cerfiification(s) shall meet the 
following: Criteria; 

a. CertificatioNlicense is far the performance of duties required by the county and approved by tt~re 
employee's appointing. authority and the county executive officer. 

b. Certification/license is for the :performance of duties not specified in the employee's job.. 
classification and/ar required as a minimum qualification. 

c. Certificationtlicense must be required by the state of California or a regulatory agency in order to 
perForm or oversee the duties. 

d. Certification/license must be renewable and be kept current. 

e. Certification/license duties are not already identified for additional compensation in the current 
M~U between PPEO and the county.. 

The pay differential will cease under any of the following conditions; 

i. The employee's duties or work assignment change, 

ii. The certificationllicense is na longer necessary or applicable, 

iii. The certificatianllicense is not used or required fo perform the duties, ar 

iv. Thy employee fails t~ maintain the certification/license. 

27, Building Inspector Certificate. Pay. Certificates that are attained by employees in the 
classifications of building inspector Itll, senior, anc! stapervis ng, beyond those presented to meet the. 
minimum qualification as stated in the class specifications shall be compensated at the rate of fifty dolEars 
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(~50.b0) per certificate per month up to a maximum of two hundred doiiars ($200.00) per month for each 
of the certificates listed: plans examiner, plumbing, mechanical, electrical (commercial or residential). The 
county will reimburse a qualifying employee for all initial ~x~ms and renewal fees associated with the. 
above certifrcates for up to three exams per year, 

28. Undercover Pay. An employee within the following classifications designatetl by the sheriff and 
the chief probation officer #o work an undercover assignment shall receive five percent addltiona) 
compensation: 

Deputy Probation Officer Itil 

Senior and Supervising Deputy Probation 4~ic~r 

29. Confidential Pay. Permanent employees in positions designated as confidential, as defined in 
the Placer County.. Employer and Employee Relations Policy, shall .receive three and one-haCf percent 
adtlitional pay... 

30. LicensurelCertifi~ation. Managemenf employees in the health and human serrrices department 
who possess and use specialky iicensure or certification which is above :the minimum qualification and 
used during the normal caurs~ end scope of their position will receive a pay differential of five percent of 
base salary, example, licensed. clinical social worker (LCSII~. 

31. Tuition Reimbursement. Pursuank to;th~ teems and. conditions :set forth in the county's tuition 
reimbursement policy, classifed management employees are :eligible for tuition :reimbursement in the 
amount of one thousand two hundred dollars ($1,200.00) per calendar year. PPEO and PCDSA 
represented employees may be eligible for tuition reimbursement pursuant to the applicable 
memorandum of understanding. 

32. 

CODE CLl~S~1FICATIQN TITLE 

1~~85 Architectural Assistant I *a 

14210 Architectural Assistant ll *a 

1420.7 Assistant Sunreyor'"b 

13545. Capital Improvements Manager'"a 

X4202 En~ine~r—Assistant"b 

13522.. Property Manager ''a 

'135'19 Utility Program Manager *b 
*a AI{ employees in this class.shall be paid atthe corresponding step of the next higher salary grade 

upon presentation of the certificate of registration as a licensed architect issued by the California State 
Board of Architectural Examiners:.: 

*6 "The county will pay an additional five percent ofi the base hour3y rate, plus longevity if applicable, upon 
presentation of a certificate of registration as a civil engineer or la~t3 su[veyar issued by #tie California 
State. Board of Registration for Professional Engineers_ 
33. All pays listed in this section must meet the'Ga1P~RS definition Qf special compensation to be 

considered reportable. GaiPERS solefp de#ermines whether any or all pays listed in this section meet the. 
CaIPERS definition of special compensation for the calculation of retirement benefits. ,yThe county is„not 
responsible for reporting any pays not determined by CaIPERS to be repo~#abie, Ord, fi068-B § 1, 2021, 
Ord. 6062-B § 1, 2020; Ord. 5991-8 § 1, 2019; Ord...59~3-8 § 2, 2018; Ord. 5894-B § 4, 2017;'Ord. 5885-
B § 3, 2017; Qrd, 5879-8 § 71, 2017; C?rd. 5835-8 § 1, 20't6; Ord 5766-8 § ~, 2015; Ord. 570-B §§ 
15-18, 2014; Ord. 577.9-B § 3, 2Q13; Ord. 570Q-B § 37, 2Q13; Ord. 5683-B § 49, 2012; drd. 5608-B § 6, 
2Q'1;~; Ord.. X597-6, 2010; Ord. 5 72-B § 17, 2009; Ord. 5531-8, 2008; Ord. 5478-B (Attach. A), 2007; 
Ord. 5472-8, 2007; Ord., X451-B, 2fl07 C7rd, 5448-B, 2Q07 Ord. X447 B, 2007; t7rd. 6443-~, 2007; Ord.. 
5442-8, 2007; Ord, 5441-8, 2007; Ord. 5428-8, 2006; Qrd. 5426-8, 206; Qrd, 5422-B, 2006; Ord. 54.14- 
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B, 21}OB; Ord. 5410-B, 2006;. Qrd. 5396-8, 2QD6; Ord. 5391-8, 2005; Ord. 5386-8, 20 5; Ord_ 5382-B, 
2005; Ord.,6379-g, 2005., Ord. .5372-5, 2005; Ord.. 5363-B, 2Q~5; Ord. 5369-B, 20Q5; ~~d. 5349-8, 2005; 
Ord.. 5343,8, 2004; Ord. ̀ 5337-B, 2004; Ord. .5336-8, 2004; Ord. 5334-8, 2004; Ord. 53 4-8, 2004; Ord. 
5342-8, 2004; Ord. 531 -B, 2004; C7rd. 5309-B, 20p4; Ord. X303-B, 2004; Ord. 5297-8, '2004; turd. 5288 
B, 2Q0~; Qrd. 52868, 2004; Ord. 5281-8, 2004.; Ord. 5279-B, 2403; fJrd. <5267-8, 2003; Ord. 5263-8, 
2003; brd. 5261-8, 2003; Ord.5260, 2003, :Ord. 5257-8, 2Q03; Qrd. 6256-8, 2003; Ord. 5264-8, 2003; 
Ord. 5247-8, 2003; Ord. '5240'-B, 2003; Ord. 5230-8, 2003;: Ortl. '5224-~, 2003; Ord. 5216-B, 20Q2; Ord. 
5215-B, 202; Ord. 5205-8, 2402; Ord. 5203,. 2042; Ord. 5197-8, 2002; {Jrd. 5194-8, 2002; Qrd. 51:93-B, 
2Q02 Ord. 6189-8, 2002; Ord. 5186-B, 2002; Ord. 5172-8, 2Da2; ̀ Qrd. 5165-B, 20Q2; Ord. 5:164-8, 2002;.
Ord. 5763-8, 2002; Ord. 5160-B, 2002; Ord. 5153-B, 2002; Ord. 5150-8, 20Q2; Ord. 5139-8, 2001..; drd. 
5"138-B, 2001; Ord. 5137:-~, 2001; Ord. 5115,-8, 20L11; Ord. 509-B, 2b01; Ord. 5100-B, 2001; Ord, 51 Q7- 
8, 200'1; Ord. 5111-8, 2001; Ord. 50.95-8, 20QT; Ord. 5D89-B, 2Q01; Ord. 5085, 2001; Ord. 5083-8, 2001..; 
turd. 5075-8, 2001; Ord. 5069-8, 2000; Ord. 5062-B, 2000; Ord. 5058-B (Attach. 7 , 2, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 28, 
30); 2D00; Ord. 5044-8, 2000, Ord. X040-8, 2000; Ord. 5032-8, 2000; :Ord. 5029-8 {Attach. A, D, F), 
200; Ord,. 5028-8, 2000; Ord. 5D26, 2000; O,rd. 501..7-B, 2000; ard. 5014-8, 2000; ard. 499.8-8, 9 999; 
Ord; 4988-8, 1999; Qrd.,Q986-B, X999; Ord. 4970-8, 1999; C?rd. 4967-8,.1999; Ord. X963-8, 9999, prior 
code § 14.3~Q0} 

l~i. ~~~-~I~f{-~•~f)~ s,.. . #-.~Euc~ 2rsr~~enll~i~ ri.~fonri'mi.~ si}~-avic+inn'rn~v~rrie~m c' l..rine Fna° 

LL. •tom. ._~1~ /'\__.-L_ .L •in _.. rr _.. ~~ r-~ ~ i.. • .ww ~s-

O LL w 

se. - - e- - 

. (Ord. 6060-B ;§ 1, 
202Q; Ord. 5478-8 Attach. A}, 2Q07; :Ord. 5441-8, 2007; prior coae ~ ~a.3005) 

3.1,~A60 Longevity pay.. 
A. PPEO Represented, Management, Confiidential and Unclassified Nonmanagement Employees. 

Effective the fiirst day of the pay period that includes Navernber 1, 2019 and subject to the conditions 
specified herein, PPEO Represented, Management, Gonfidenfia( and Unclassified Nonmanagement 
Employees shall be eligible far longevity pay under one of the following formulas. 

1. Longevity Pay A. This category of longevity pay applies only to permanent employees wha are 
already receiving longevity pay on ar before October 31, 2019,. far this category,. each permanent 
employee will continue to receive Eongevity pay, which is a one-time. five percent increase, calculated 
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pursuant tQ subsection {A){~). The basis to teceiue IQngevity pay will be determined by either' Qne (but not 
both} ofi the Following two formulas: 

a. The permanent employlee has been of sfiep 5 of their salary grade far ten thousand four hundred 
(10,4Q0} paid hours {five years continuous fiu11~#ime paid serviced with Placer County. 

6. The permanent employee has worked afi lest tin thousand four hundred hours {10,400) paid 
hours {five years of continuous full-time paid service} ~alcu[ated from the beginning of employment with 
Placer Gounty: 

2. Longevity Pay B, This category of longevity pay applies to permanent employees hired an or 
before October 31, 2019, that hive not qualified for longevity pay by October 31, 2 49. For this. category, 
each .permanent employee who has at least. iu~enty thousand eight hundred (20,800) continuous paid 
hours calculated from the beginning of emplpyment {ten (~0) years of continuous full-time paid service} 
with Piacer County shalLreeeiue as longevity pay a two percent increase, calculated pursuant to 
subsec#ion (A)(5). Each permanent employes who has at least th rky-one thousand two hundred (31,20Q) 
continuous paid hours calculated from the beginning of employment {fifteen (15),years of cor7tir~uous full-
time paid serviced shelf receive as longevity pay a #hree percent increase, calculated pursuant;to 
subsection (A)(5). This category of longevity :pay shall be calcula#ed on a cumulative basis t4 equal no 
more than five percent in totaF: 

3. Longevity Pay C. This category of langevity'pay applies solely fo rekirees of the county with a 
retirement date of October 31, 2019, qr ear'lier that were PPEO Represented, Management, Gonfidential 
and Unclassified, Nonmanagement employees that had received longeviky pay prior to his or her 
retirement. For this category, each .retiree that received longevity pay on or before October 31, 2019., ,is 
deemed to hive earned longevity pay under one of the following two formulas: 

a. i"he retiree was a permanent employee that had been afi step 5 of their salary grade for ten 
thousand four hundred (10,400.) pair! hours (five years full-time paid service) wifit Placer County. 

b. The retiree was a permanent employee that worked at (east ten thousand four hundred hours 
(10,400) paid ho~rrs (five years of continuous full-time paid ,~enrice) calculated from the beginning of 
emplaym~nt with Placer County. 

If khe retiree had not received longevity pay prior to their retirement an or before October 33 X019, this. 
subsection does not grant or change the longevity pay status to the retiree as it applies only to retires 
that had already received longevity pay an or before Qctober 39, 2019. 

4. PPEO represented, management, confidential and unclassified nonmanagement employees 
permanently hired an or after November 1, 209, shall not be eligible for longevity pay. 

5, longevity pay shelf be applied. to current base hourly rate published in the salary schedule plus 
percentage-based special compensation identified in Section 3.12.020 or 3.12.Q30 of this code, as 
applicable. 

6. for purposes of Longevity Pay A employees and t.ongevity Pay ~ retirees of the County w #h a 
retirement date of October 31, 2019, or earlier, an ~rnplayee or retiree who took a voluntary demotion, 
transferor reclassification to a lower salary grade is deemed to have the previously earned work hours at 
the higher salary grade count-towards the longevity pay calculation in'the lower salary grade. 

7. Any form of overtime hours, extra-help hours and time off without pay regartlless of the reason, 
will not be included far purposes of determining eligibility fir longevity pay under any of the longevity pay 
formulas. 

8. Eligible employees or retirees can qualify far longevity pay only'pursuant to one of tf~e longevity 
pay formulas. t~nce a longevity increase has been provided to an employee it will remain with the 
employee regardless of any future position or classification changes; 
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9. ~mpioyees who separate from county service, but who reinstate at a future date, Zvi!! folPaw the 
reinsta#ement provisions found in Section 3.08.1150 far eligibility for longevity pay. 

90. Probation officer series ~mployees.v~rho have receiued the ten (10}.year andlor twenty'{20} year 
longevity pay under the DSA MOU and subsection B of this section as of April 1, 20Q8, wil( continue to 
receive said pay in a grandfathered sfakus. Probation ofificer series;employees will follow the PPEO 
professional unit longevity provision if they had not r~eeived longevity pay as of April !, 2008... 

B, Deputy Sheriffs' Association and Safety Mar~agernent. Permanent employees meeting the 
following criteria shalt be eligible to receive two five percent increases, calculated pursuant to 
subsection(B){3), which shall be referred. to as "longevity pay." As to either step alternative, a break in 
service .will result in a new calculation for a new five or ten (1 D} year period, and no service prior #o the 
break will be counted as,part of the new fiive or ten (1 a) year period. Extra help time and. time off without 
pay will not be included as part of this calculation. Time off without pay for disciplinary reasons or unpaid 
leave afi absence will not;constitute a break in service. Time off for these reasons will not count #oward the 
completion of the required service time. 

1. longevity Pay 7 .(Five Percent), An employee is eligible for five percent longevity pay upon.. 
meeting the requirements in ei#her subsection (B)(1}(a) or {b}, but cannot earn bath: 

a. each permanent employee who has beers at step 5 of their salary grade in the same. 
classification fior ten thousand four hundred (10,400) paid hours (five years full-time paid service) uvith 
Placer County shall be eligible. This s ecial cam ensatian is nit re ort~ble to Ga1PERS. 

b. Each permanent empbyee ufho has a~ least twenty thousand eight hundred (20,800}.paid hours. 
(ten (10) years of full-time paid service) with Placer County shall be eligible. 

2. Longevity Pay 2, (Additional Five Percent for a Total of Ten (~ 0) Percent). Each. permanent 
employee why has at least forty-one thousand six hundred (41,600) paid hours (twenty (20} years of full-
time paid service) with Placer County., sh~l1 receive an additional five percent increase, calculated 
pursuant to subsection {B){3). 

3. Longevity sha[I be applied to current base. hourly rate published in the salary schedule plus 
percentage-based special compensation identified in Section 3.12.02Q of this code, as applicable. For 
safiety management, classified and unclassified, longevity shall be applied to base hourly rate plus. 
percentage-based special compensation identified in Section 3.12.(}20 ar :3.12.030 of this code and flit 
special compensation allowances for. POST intermediate certificate, POST advanced c~r#ificate, 
undercover assignment, and wellness, as applicable.. 

4, Employees who separate. from county service, but who reinstate at a future date will follow the 
reinstatement provisions for eligibility. for longevity pay, within two years maintains prior eligibility; two 
years or more is treated as a new employee. 

5. Any form;of overtime hours, extra help hours end time off without pay regardless of the reason 
will not be included for purposes of eligibility for langevi#y: 

6. Vince such to~gevity increase ~longeuity ply 1 and 2) has been provided to an employee, that. 
employee shat! have no further right to a longevity increase. The longevity increases) will remain with ttte 
employee regardless of any future position or classification changes.. 

C. Elected. DeparEment Heads.. Effective January 13, 2001, and continuing #hereafter, elected 
department heads shall be eligible at the beginning of the firs# full pay .period ofi the seventh year in office 
to receive aone-time five. percent increase in their then current salary. This longevity pay shafl'ba 
calculated only on a cumulative ;basis with any other longevity pay$ earned under subsection A or B. 
~.ongevity shall be applied to current base hourly rate published in the salary schetlule plus percentage-
based special compensation identified in Section 3..12.030 of this cotle and fiat special compensation 
allowances for POST intermediate certificate, POST advanced certificate,. un~ercove~ assignment, and 
wellness, as applicable. Ord. 6072-8 § 1, 2021; Ord. 606 -8 § 1, 2021; ord. 5992-8 § 1, 2019, Ord. 

Page 17 of 1 S 



574{-8 § 19, 2074; Ord. 5683-8 § ~0, 2012; Qrd. 5627-8 § 25, 2010; (3rd. 5478-8 (Attach. A), 2007; Ord. 
X309-8, 2004; Ord. 5t~5$~S (Attach. 29), 2000, prior code § 14.3050) 

3.12 08th Tahoe branch.assignment prermum. 
Employees meeting the following criteria shall receive the following monthly additional campensatian: 

A. Confidential, Management, and Unclassified Employees,permanentiy assigned to a position. 
located in the Norkh Lake Tahoe area anr! wha reside within fifty (50) driving miles of the Placer Gounty 
Tahoe Admin9strativ~ Center, located at 776 `N. Lake Blvd in Tahoe City, will qualify far the Tahve Branch 
Assignment Premium.. 

1. Effective the first pay period following July 7,, 2Q19, Tahoe branch Assignment Premium shall. be 
eight hundred and seveniy-five dollars ($875) per month. 

2. Employees wil[ be required #a .request the Tahoe Branch Assignment Premium and will neec! to 
demonstrate antl certify residency within the specified areas. 

3. Employees will be required to notify Human Resources if they no longer reside in an area 
qualifying fic~r Tahoe Branch Assignment Premium. 

~4. Employees already receiv[ng Tahoe Branch Ass gnrt~ent Premium at the time this ordinance is 
effective will continue to receive the-premium far the uninterrupted and cantinaous duration of the. 
employee's position in the North lake Tahoe area. If an employee.. na longer occupies a position in the 
North Lake Tahoe area, but resumes a position in the -North Lake Tahoe area after the adoption of this 
agreement, the residency requirement of this section will apply to the employee upon re-occupying the 
same or different position in the North Lake Tahoe area. 

5. Residency under this section sha11 be determined in accordance with Galifomia Government 
Code Section 244. 

B. for employees represented by the Placer County Law Enforcement Management Association, 
Tahoe Branch Assignment Premium Pay sha[I be as set forth in the Memorandum of Understanding 
between the county and the PGLEMA. 

C. Far employees represented by the ssesi PCpSA. 
1. Tahoe branch Assignment Premium Pay shall be sera ~-a€ 

per mc~rtth. 
2. Effective t)cto6er 9 2021 em IQ ee~ hired into or transferrin into a ' ostion located in 

a. 

areas. 
b. 

c. 

Tahoe area. 
"Pr maN residence" shalt be determined in ~tccard~nce w th'the Government .Code 
Section 244. 
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D. For employees :represented by the Placer Public employees Organization, Tahoe Branch.. 
Assignment Premium 5ha11 be as set forth in the Memorandum of Understanding between the county and 
the PP~O. (Ord. 5986-8 § 2, 2019; Qrd. 5894..-B § 6, 20~i7; Ord. 5885-8 § 4, 20.17; Ord. 5879-B § 9, 
2017; Ord. 5835-8 § 3, 2 16; Qrd. 5749-8 § 2, 2014.;. Orcl. 5747-8 ~ 2, 2014; Ord. 5740-8 § 20, 2014; 
Ord. 5531-8, 20Q8; Ord. 5478-8 Attach. A}, 2007; Qrd. ~4~3-B, 2007; Ord. X442-B, 20Q7; Ord.. 5309-~, 
20 4; Qrd. 5058-B {Attach. 26), 20t10; Card. 5029-8 {Attach. E), 2000; prier code ~ 14.3092) 
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~~U~,~,~ MEMORANDUM 
~F HUMiRtV RESOUi2CE~ 

o County of Placer 

TO: Honorable Board of Supervisors DATE: September 14, 2021 

FROM: Kate Sampson, Director of Human Resources 

SUBJECT: Deputy Sheriffs' Association Compensation and Benefits Adjustments 

ACTION REQUESTED 
1. Conduct a public hearing to consider the impasse between the County of Placer and the 

Deputy Sheriffs' Association. 

2. Adopt a resolution imposing the proposals from the County's final position on December 
8, 2020 in negotiations with the Deputy Sheriffs' Association. 

3. Introduce an ordinance, waive oral reading, amending Chapter 3 to adjust the 
compensation and benefits of employees represented by the Deputy Sheriffs' Association. 

4. Introduce an uncodified ordinance, waive oral reading, adjusting the compensation and 
benefits of employees represented by the Deputy Sheriffs' Association. 

5. Adopt a resolution to implement the adjusted employee retirement contribution to the 
California Public Employees' Retirement System for miscellaneous members represented 
by the Deputy Sheriffs' Association. 

6. Adopt a resolution to implement the adjusted employee retirement contribution to the 
California Public Employees' Retirement System for safety members represented by the 
Deputy Sheriffs' Association. 

BACKGROUND 
The Placer County Deputy Sheriffs' Association (DSA) is the exclusively recognized 
organization representing approximately 250 employees including Deputy Sheriffs, District 
Attorney Investigators, and Sheriff's Sergeants. Pursuant to the Meyers-Milias-Brown Act 
(MMBA), the County engaged in good faith negotiations with the DSA in 2018 to develop a 
successor agreement to the most recent memorandum of understanding (MOU) between the 
parties, which expired June 30, 2018. The parties were unable to reach agreement and the 
negotiations concluded with an agreement to begin new negotiations in 2019. 

Since embarking on a new round of negotiations in May 2019, the parties have held extensive 
meetings on a variety of proposals. The County's overall goals for the process were: 

1. To avoid uncontrolled cost escalation, 
2. To better align with the labor market in neighboring counties, and 
3. To promote long-term fiscal sustainability. 

In furtherance of these goals, the County proposed athree-year agreement with a combined 
12.75% base salary increase, representing an investment of $5.6 million in base salaries alone. 
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The County also sought to convert percentage-based special pays to flat dollar amounts, in 
most cases at an increased rate. Additionally, the County proposed adjustments to healthcare 
and retirement contributions to better align with the benefits offered by most California counties. 

Discussion of the Imuasse Issues and Proposals 

Salaries 
The County proposed the following adjustments to salaries over three years: 

1. Effective February 2021, wages shall increase 4.0%. 
2. Effective February 2022, wages shall increase 4.25%. 
3. Effective February 2023, wages shall increase 4.5%. 

The proposal represents a departure from wages determined by a formula, often referred to as 
"Measure F." On November 2, 1976, the voters of Placer County passed a local initiative 
sponsored by the DSA. The Measure F initiative provided a required method for annually 
determining and setting salaries for specified peace officer classifications. As will be discussed, 
the Measure F initiative of 1976 was superseded by a vote of the people in 1980 when the Placer 
County Charter was enacted by the voters. 

Despite being superseded, Placer County voluntarily implemented annual salary adjustments for 
the specified classifications according to the method set forth by Measure F since 1980. The 
Measure F formula requires the County to annually: (1) determine maximum salaries for comparable 
classes of positions in the three surrounding counties of EI Dorado, Nevada and Sacramento; (2) 
calculate the average maximum salaries for those three agencies; and then, (3) set the salary of the 
Placer County comparable classifications at a level equal to that average. The Measure F formula is 
now codified as Placer County §3.12.040. 

Over the past 20 years, the average annual salary increase for the DSA has been approximately 
3.9%. As a result, salaries for this group have escalated at a rate 56% greater than the Consumer 
Price Index (CPI) for the same time period. This imbalance is reflected in the County's per capita 
operating costs for public protection, which have nearly doubled since 1977. The per capita 
operating costs for all other services provided by the County have remained relatively stable in the 
same timeframe, despite a reduction in revenue per capita of about 9%. 

Looking forward, the County projects that salaries and benefits for the DSA will increase by at least 
33% over the next five years, which is an alarming trend when compared to the 15%growth 
projected for General Fund revenues during the same time period. If the escalating costs are left 
unchecked, the County estimates a deficit of over $18 million in the Public Safety Fund by 2030. 
The expected impact of such a deficit would be a significant cost reduction in the form of layoffs or 
cuts to essential public services. For these reasons, the County seeks to negotiate guaranteed and 
sustainable wage increases in order to ensure fiscal sustainability for future generations. 
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The County's wage proposal demonstrates its commitment to its public safety employees because 
it exceeds CPI, neighboring jurisdictions' wage increases, and even the historical average 
increases produced by Measure F. In recognition that the DSA prefers the Measure F formula over 
negotiating a mandatory subject of bargaining, the County's offer implements wages in excess of 
what the DSA would otherwise expect. The DSA's refusal of the offer is perhaps indicative of 
being misinformed regarding Measure F and the will of Placer County voters. 

Measure F and the County Charter 
On November 4, 1980, the Placer County electorate passed Measure K, establishing a county 
charter. The provisions of the charter are the law of the State and have the force and effect of 
legislative enactments. In essence, the Charter is the constitution of the County and supersedes 
any law inconsistent therewith. [CA. Const. Art. XI, §3(a)]' 

By approving Measure K, the voters provided the Board of Supervisors (Board) with the following 
authority, in relevant part (emphasis added: 

Section 301. In General. The Board shall have all the jurisdiction and authority which now 
or which may hereafter be granted by the Constitution and the laws of the State of 
California or by this Charter. 

Section 302. Duties. The Board shall: 

(b) Provide, by ordinance, for the number of assistants, deputies, clerks and other person 
to be employed from time to time in the several offices and institutions of the County, and 
for their compensation. 

Section 604. Continuation of Laws in Effect. All laws of the County in effect at the effective 
date of this shall continue in effect according to their terms unless contrary to the 
provisions of this Charter, or until repealed or modified pursuant to the authority of this 
Charter or the general law. 

The Charter vests authority over the compensation of employees and existing local laws in the 
Board of Supervisors. Since the adoption of the Charter was subsequent to the 1976 election, 
Measure F and §3.12.040 were legally superseded by the actions of the 1980 electorate. At 
minimum, a salary formula that leaves no discretion to the Board in setting compensation for its 
employees is inconsistent with the Board's broad jurisdiction and authority granted by the Charter 

1 CA. Const. Art XI, §3(a) provides, in relevant part: "County charters adopted pursuant to this section shall 
supersede any existing charter and all laws inconsistent therewith. The provisions of a charter are the 
law of the State and have the full force and effect of legislative enactments." 
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to establish compensation for county employees. Additionally, the formula violates the California 
Constitution and the MMBA because it prohibits the parties from bargaining over base wages. 

Beyond its legal failures, Measure F is unresponsive to the conditions specific to Placer County. 
The formula relies on decisions made by elected representatives in Sacramento County, Nevada 
County, and EI Dorado County, which in turn uses a formula dependent on Amador County, the 
City of South Lake Tahoe, and the State of California's Highway Patrol. The DSA found Measure 
F unduly restrictive in both 2002 and 2006, when it requested voter approval to repeal the formula 
construct. To resolve the issue, the parties instead developed compensation workarounds in the 
forms of special pays that lack transparency to both the public and job candidates. Today, in a 
tightening labor market for public safety professionals, the DSA's demand for status quo now 
prevents the Board from responding nimbly to current local conditions to meet the public's 
expectations for top-tier public safety services. 

While the County and the DSA have voluntarily agreed to follow the salary-setting formula in the 
past, Measure F is increasingly outdated and no longer achieves market equity. Public safety 
compensation was much simpler in 1976 and did not account for the myriad special pay elements 
and additional benefits afforded today's DSA members. In fact, Placer County's deputy sheriffs 
receive a total compensation package that is 18-23% higher than in the surrounding jurisdictions, 
whose salaries drive the Measure F formula. 

These factors led the Board to introduce changes to compensation for public safety managers on 
December 15, 2020. Chief among the adjustments was an amendment to §3.12.040 to exclude 
managers from the salary-setting formula. The Placer County Law Enforcement Management 
Association (LEMA) was subsequently recognized by the Board in April 2021, followed in quick 
succession by approval of an inaugural agreement between the County and ~EMA on August 31, 
2021. The MOU codifies salary increases identical to those offered to DSA. 

Of note is the Board's continued observance of the Measure F formula for DSA members in 
February 2021, while the parties participated in impasse procedures. Since the formula called for 
employees to receive raises less than those offered in negotiations, staff recommends the Board 
consider imposition of additional wage increases for DSA members to bring the total increase for 
2021 to 4%. 

Special Pays 
The County's proposals convert a variety of percentage-based special pays to flat dollar amounts. 
Impacted special compensation elements include: 

• Bilingual Pay 
• Training Officer Pay 
• Detective Division Premium Pay 
• Peace Officer Standards and Training Certificate Pays 

Night Shift Differential 
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The amounts proposed were generally derived by calculating an amount equal to the highest paid 
eligible DSA employees' percentage-based pay. In the case of the most prevalent special pays, 
the flat amounts were also inflated by an additional ten percent. While the additional value 
proposed by the County eroded due to automatic wage increases during impasse procedures, all 
but one of the flat amounts are still equal to or greater than employees' current special pays. The 
County's position is not intended to be concessionary, but rather to provide the ability to negotiate 
increases in the future, as opposed to automatically escalating percentages with grave fiscal 
impacts. Over time, the Board will have the option to consider the County's alignment with the 
labor market in order to tailor its compensation package to the circumstances of the day. 

Future Benefit Costs 
The County's position includes adjustments in the areas of pension and healthcare benefits to 
better align with industry standards. 

Escalating pension costs are well recognized as a concern forjurisdictions throughout California. 
Currently, the County is required to pay more than 46% of a safety employee's salary to the 
California Public Employees' Retirement System (CaIPERS) to fund retirement benefits. In a 
survey of surrounding county and city employers, Placer County is the only agency that also pays 
a portion of the employees' share of pension costs. While the law requires safety employees 
hired after 2012 to pay their fair share of retirement benefits, legacy DSA members have 4% of 
their 9% share covered by the County. The County's proposal seeks to increase employees' 
responsibility for their share of these costs by 1.25% for safety members and 2% for 
miscellaneous members, which results in a continued benefit in excess of surrounding counties' 
offerings, including all of those represented in the Measure F formula. 

Another significant benefit expense is the County's contributions to healthcare premiums. While 
the County currently pays 80% of nine different health plan options, its proposal is to limit this 
80% contribution to the most popular plans with the DSA membership. The County proposes to 
pay 80% of any plan with a premium less than or equal to the Anthem Blue Cross PORAC PPO, 
which is widely utilized by employees in the Tahoe region. The majority of DSA members would 
experience no change in costs unless electing more expensive plans. The proposed terms 
update this proposal to be effective January 2022, allowing DSA employees to consider any 
revised contribution amounts during the upcoming open enrollment period. This adjustment still 
exceeds the healthcare offerings by other local counties, including all of those included in the 
Measure F formula. 

Clarifying Language 
The County proposes clarifying language to several provisions, including Tahoe Branch 
Assignment Pay, Longevity Pay, Dental Insurance, and Vision Care. The purpose of the Tahoe 
Pay proposal is to compensate employees with a monthly incentive of $875 to offset housing 
costs in the Lake Tahoe area. The County's proposal stretches to the more affordable Reno and 
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Sparks area, while the DSA proposes a 60-mile radius that nearly reaches Rocklin and Folsom. 
The remaining three clarifying proposals do not represent any change to current practice. 

Although not at issue, the parties were unable to incorporate their tentative agreements on the 
following items into a successor MOU: 

• Pre-Retirement Option 
• Meai Reimbursement 
• 401(k) Contribution in Lieu of Health Insurance 

Organizational Leave —Release Time 
• Fitness for Duty Evaluation During Employment 
• Out-of-Class Pay 
• Retiree Dental Insurance 

Fourteen Day Work Period 
• Court Overtime 
• Stand-By Pay 
• Canine Pay 
• Special Teams Pay 

Impasse Procedures, Meet and Confer ors Impacts, and Next Steps 
The parties were not successful in agreeing to a new MOU and have now exhausted impasse 
procedures, including non-binding mediation and advisory factfinding. In addition, the parties 
have met and conferred on the separate issue of removing the superseded Measure F language 
from the County Code. Upon reaching impasse and by agreement of the parties, the matter 
was submitted to the same factfinding panel that was convened for the impasse procedures 
arising from negotiations over a new MOU. 

The factfinding process, which took several months, was highly irregular. Although appointed 
as a neutral party, the panel chairperson revised her recommendations to be increasingly 
averse to the County at least twice after the County declined to support her opinions and (at her 
request) provided a written dissent. Although the State's factfinding process is intended to 
mediate a compromise between two parties, the final report from the panel failed to facilitate 
agreement and contains incorrect and inappropriate legal opinions beyond the scope and 
authority of the chairperson. The County filed a dissent to the factfinder's recommendations 
and legal analysis. Thus, the parties have concluded both the MOU negotiations and the meet 
and confer process as related to the repeal or amendment of Measure F. 

Accordingly, staff recommends the Board of Supervisors adopt a resolution imposing terms 
consistent with the County's last negotiating position. The additional proposed ordinances and 
resolutions serve to implement those terms, including amendment of the Placer County Code. 
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FISCAL IMPACT 
During negotiations, the annual cost of the recommended terms for one year was estimated to be 
$1.7 million. Since DSA members received wage increases in February 2021, along with 
automatic increases to percentage-based special pays, the additional cost to implement the terms 
is partially defrayed. The current annual value of the recommended terms to the DSA is 
approximately $475,000. 

The costs resulting from the proposed actions will be absorbed within the impacted departments' 
adopted Fiscal Year 2021-22 budgets. 

ATTACHMENTS 
Attachment 1 —Resolution Imposing Terms 

Attachment 2 —Ordinance Amending Chapter 3 of the Placer County Code to Adjust DSA 
Compensation and Benefits 

Attachment 3 — Uncodified Ordinance Adjusting DSA Compensation and Benefits 

Attachment 4 —Resolution Implementing Adjusted Employee Pension Contributions for 
Miscellaneous Members 

Attachment 5 —Resolution Implementing Adjusted Employee Pension Contributions for Safety 
Members 
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• • ~ . • • 

In the matter of: 

Imposed Terms to the Placer County Deputy Resolution No.: 
Sheriffs' Association. 

The following Resolution was duly passed by the Board of Supervisors of the County of 

Placer at a regular meeting held September 14, 2021, by the following vote: 

Ayes: 

Noes: 

Absent: 

Signed and approved by me after its passage. 

Chair, Board of Supervisors 

Attest: 

Clerk of said Board 

WHEREAS, the Placer County Deputy Sheriff's Association (DSA) represents 
approximately 248 employees including Deputy Sheriffs, Sheriff's Sergeants, District 
Attorney Investigators, and Welfare Fraud Investigators; and 

WHEREAS, the DSA has been without a labor agreement since July 1, 2018; and 

WHEREAS, negotiations for a new contract were in progress since March 2018 and 
concluded with an agreement to begin new negotiations in 2019; and 

WHEREAS, after commencing a new round of negotiations in 2019 involving extensive 
meetings and a variety of proposals to further the County of Placer's goals to avoid 
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uncontrolled cost escalation, align with the labor market in neighboring counties, and 
promote long-term fiscal sustainability, the parties were unable to reach agreement; and 

WHEREAS, the parties exhausted impasse procedures including voluntary mediation 
with the Public Employment Relations Board's Mediation and Conciliation Service and 
submission of the issues to an advisory factfinding panel consistent with the Meyers-
Milias-Brown Act without satisfactory furtherance of the County's goals; and 

WHEREAS, County negotiators recommend imposing terms consistent with the 
County's last negotiating position, proposed to the DSA on December 8, 2020. 

BE IT RESOLVED, that the Board of Supervisors, County of Placer, State of California, 
does hereby impose on the Placer County Deputy Sheriffs' Association the provisions 
contained within the Imposed Terms to the Deputy Sheriffs' Association attached hereto 
as Exhibit A. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the County Executive Officer shall have the authority 
to determine and is directed to take all necessary actions to implement the provisions 
with the Imposed Terms to the Deputy Sheriffs' Association. 

Exhibit A: Imposed Terms to the Placer County Deputy Sheriffs' Association 
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-• r • • 

TO THE PLACER COUNTY DEPUTY SHERIFF'S ASSOCIATION (PCDSA) 

All items become effective the first full pay period after adoption by the Board of Supervisors 
unless otherwise indicated herein. 

1. SALARY INCREASES 

Deputy Sheriff Trainee 1.09% 

Deputy Sheriff I 1.09% 

Assistant Deputy Sheriff I 1.09% 

Deputy Sheriff II 1.09% 

Sheriff's Sergeant 1.41 

Investigator —District Attorney 1.41 

Investigator —Welfare Fraud/Child Support 1.41 

Investigator —Welfare Fraud —Supervising 1.41 

2. PERS PRE-RETIREMENT OPTION SETTLEMENT 2 DEATH BENEFIT 

The CaIPERS Pre-Retirement Optional Settlement 2 Death Benefit for the local safety retirement 
formula beneficiaries has been implemented, which increases the death benefit for the surviving 
spouses of employees who die prior to retirement. 

3. MEAL REIMBURSEMENT 

The Department Head or designee must authorize all meal allowance expenditures in advance. 

a. Meal Allowance for Meals Directly Related to County Business. Attending a breakfast., 
luncheon, dinner, or other meal meeting or gathering where the main purpose is to conduct 
business directly affecting the County, County business is actually conducted during the 
meal period, and there is some specific County business benefit contemplated by County 
employees at some future time. 

There must be a specifically identifiable reason for conducting the County's business during 
the meal. Examples of allowable business meals include when it is impractical to meet 
during normal working hours, or a meeting does not adjourn during lunch, or an employee is 
required to go to lunch as a member of a group, such as a Board or Commission where 
official business is conducted, or when the mean otherwise takes place in a clear business 
setting. 
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b. Meal Allowance for Overnight Travel. Employees will receive a per diem rate for meals 
when traveling on County business on a temporary basis (one year or less), that results in 
the employee being away from the location of the employee's principal place of business 
overnight. 

c. Meal Allowance due to Emergency Situations. Department heads or their designee, with the 
prior verbal approval of the County Executive, may authorize meal allowance expenditures 
for employees during emergencies or extraordinary or unusual circumstances such as 
natural disasters; severe inclement weather; imminent or actual failure of county facilities, 
systems, or processes; a health or safety emergency or threat; or extended search and 
rescue activities. Such verbal approval is effective for not more than 72 hours but may be 
extended by written approval of the County Executive for an indefinite period of time. 

d. Employer Provided Meals. With the prior approval of the County Executive, the Department 
Head may provide, on County facilities, meals to County employees for a substantial non-
compensatory reason in one of the following circumstances: 

i. Employees on shift that are required by their direct supervisor to stay on the work 
site in case they are needed for emergencies or other business needs during the 
meal period (example: A Sheriff's Deputy or Sergeant working in the jail); 

ii. The nature of the assignment (not merely a preference) requires a short meal period. 

e. The Department Head or designee must authorize all meal allowance expenditures in 
advance Meals and incidentals are reimbursed according to the Federal per diem GSA 
(General Services Administration) guidelines f7t~p:/%v~w~r.gsa.~~v for the travel destination if 
the travel is overnight and approved by the Department Head. A receipt is not necessary to 
receive the per diem meal allowance amount. Information sufficient for the Auditor to 
determine that the allowance is being paid under one of the above provisions will be 
required prior to the allowance being paid. 

Incidental Expenses. An employee traveling overnight may receive the combined meal and 
incidental expense Federal Domestic Per Diem Rate to cover incidentals. The incident 
amount is intended to pay for fees and tips given to porters, baggage carriers, hotel staff, 
etc. 

4. 401(x) CONTRIBUTION IN LIEU OF HEALTH INSURANCE 

All PCDSA represented employees who elect to opt out of the CaIPERS Health plan, because the 
employee has other creditable coverage available, and elect to participate in the In Lieu of Health 
(I~H) option, will receive a County contribution of a flat dollar amount of $140 per pay period to their 
401(k) account upon providing proof of other creditable group health insurance coverage and 
completing the Group Health Plan Coverage ACT Opt Out form. Individual or Government 
Exchange programs are not "creditable" coverage. 

5. ORGANIZATIONAL LEAVE —RELEASE TIME 

The parties agree that the policy of the Sheriff's Office and District Attorney's Office is to allow the 
Association's board members paid release time to carry out Association business. Up to four 
hundred (400) hours per calendar year of paid release time is granted collectively to the 
Association's board members. This release time is subject to approval of the appropriate 
Department Head or their designee. 

~~ 
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A record of release time granted will be documented on the Board member's timesheet and 
maintained by the payroll unit for the appropriate department. 

Association representatives engaged in collective bargaining shall be allowed additional reasonable 
release time to participate in negotiations at the bargaining table. For this purpose only, the 
Department Head may grant release time in excess of four hundred (400) hours in a calendar year. 

6. FITNESS FOR DUTY EVALUATION DURING EMRLOYMENT 

a. Fitness for Duty Evaluation 

1) When, in the judgment of the appointment authority, an employee's health, or physical or 
mental condition is such that it is desirable to evaluate the employee's capacity to 
perform the duties of the position, the appointing authority shall require the employee to 
undergo a fitness for duty medical or psychological evaluation. Such evaluation shall be 
by a physician or psychologist selected by the county. 

2) The examining physician or psychologist shall state whether, in their opinion, the 
employee is able to properly perform the essential job duties/functions of the position. 
Such determination shall be based upon the essential job duties/functions ad the 
diagnosis or injury/illness, and whether the employee's condition can be remedied within 
a reasonable period of time. 

3) If the examining physician or psychologist finds the employee unfit to perform the 
essential job duties/functions of the position, the employee may, within fourteen (14) 
calendar days after notification of the determination, submit a written request to the 
county disability management administrator to provide additional information to the 
examining physician or psychologist for review. The additional information provided 
must be relevant to the nature and extend of the medical conditions) which relates to 
the employee's inability to perForm essential job duties/functions. All costs associated 
with obtaining/providing additional medical information relating to this appeal are the 
financial responsibility~of the employee. 

4) Further medical information provided by the employee will then be submitted directly to 
the examining physician or psychologist who completed the initial review. The physician 
or psychologist will review the additional information and determine whether or not the 
employee can properly perform the essential job duties/functions of the position. The 
employee shall not be entitled to a second evaluation by another physician or 
psychologist. 

b. Disability Review Process: Action by the Appointing Authority 

1) If is it determined that the employee cannot perform the essential job duties/functions of 
the classification in which they are employed, with or without reasonable 
accommodation, due to a medical or psychological condition that meets the disability 
criteria under federal and state statutes, the County may take the following actions, as 
appropriate. 

2) Engage in an interactive process with the employee and as a reasonable 
accommodation may consider reassignment to an alternate classification based on the 
following criteria: 
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Employee's ability to meet the minimum qualifications of the alternative classification; 

ii. Employee's ability to perform the essential job duties/functions of the alternative 
classification; 

iii. Rules governing lateral transfer and voluntary demotion; and, 

iv. Availability of the position at the time of acceptance, as determined by the County 
Executive Office. 

c. Appeal Process: 

The employee may appeal an offer of, or refusal to offer, reasonable accommodation by 
submitting a written request to the county disability management administrator within 
fourteen (14) calendar days of the offer. The request shall be in writing and set forth the 
offered accommodation, if any; the reason the offered accommodation or denial of 
accommodation is unreasonable; and any accommodation the employee feels would be 
reasonable. 

1) The county disability management administrator will review the appeal, obtain any 
additional information from the appointing authority, and submit the request to the 
County Executive Officer for consideration. After consultation with County Counsel, the 
county disability management administrator and the appointing authority, the County 
Executive Officer shall make one of the following findings: 

Further consideration of alternatives needed; 

ii. The appeal is upheld; or, 

iii. The appeal is not justified and denied. 

2) The decision of the County Executive Officer shall be final. 

If the interactive process described above does not result in resolution, the County will 
submit an application for disability retirement on the employee's behalf in accordance 
with the Public Employees Retirement Law if the employee is eligible. 

Separation of the employee from County service for medical cause may occur if 1) the 
employee is not eligible for, or denied, disability retirement under the Public Employees 
Retirement Law; or 2) the employee declines an offer of reasonable accommodation; or 
3) the employee fails to engage in the interactive process or reasonable accommodation 
cannot otherwise be satisfactorily achieved by the employee and the County. In taking 
such action to separate the employee for medical cause, the appointing authority shall 
follow the process set out in Article 3.08, Part 12, Disciplinary Action, as applicable, 
although the separation shall not be considered disciplinary action. 

7. TAHOE BRANCH ASSIGNMENT PREMIUM PAY 

Classified employees meeting the following criteria shall receive the following monthly additional 
compensation: 
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a. Tahoe Branch Assignment Premium shall be eight hundred seventy-five dollars ($875) per 
month. 

b. Effective upon adoption, employees hired into or transferring into a position located in the 
North Lake Tahoe area and who have a primary residence or rent a dwelling within 50 
driving miles of the Placer County Sheriff's Office Burton Creek substation will qualify for the 
Tahoe Branch Assignment Premium. 

1) Employees will be required to request Tahoe Branch Assignment Premium pay and will 
need to demonstrate and certify residency or rental of a dwelling within the specified 
areas. 

2) Employees will be required to notify Human Resources if they no longer reside or rent a 
dwelling in an area qualifying for Tahoe Branch Assignment Premium Pay. 

3) Employees already receiving Tahoe Branch Assignment Premium Pay at the time this is 
adopted by the Board of Supervisors will continue to receive the premium for the 
uninterrupted and continuous duration of the employee's position in the North Lake 
Tahoe area, but resumes a position in the North Lake Tahoe area after the adoption, the 
residency requirement of this section will apply to the employee upon re-occupying the 
same or different position in the North Lake Tahoe area. 

4) "Primary residence" shall be determined in accordance with the Government Code 
Section 244. 

8. OUT-OF-CLASS PAY 

a. In line with the principle that an employee assigned to work in a position having discernibly 
higher job duties should receive higher pay, positions within the classified service may be 
applicable for work-out-of-class assignment as set forth in subparagraph (b). 

b. Individual employees may be certified by the Human Resources Department as being 
eligible for work-out-of-class pay when so assigned by the Appointing Authority or designate 
of that Appointing Authority. 

c. Procedure: 

1) Positions will be eligible for out-of-class pay when work conditions warrant. Other 
positions shall be considered as current developments cause out-of-class assignments. 

2) The Human Resources Department shall verify that employees in certain positions are 
eligible to receive out-of-class pay. 

3) An out-of-class assignment shall be made: 

i. When the position is vacant due to absence of the incumbent when ill, on vacation, or 
other valid reason. 

ii. When workloads necessitate the assignment of employees to supplement a specific 
position or perform new assignments. 

4) An out-of-class assignment for training purposes may be excluded from out-of-class 
compensation provided such training purposes can be adequately demonstrated. 

5) Administration of the out-of-class procedure shall be as follows: 

i. No out-of-class compensation will be considered or paid for assignments of two (2) 
workdays or less. 

5 

74 



Attachment 1 — Exhibit A -Resolution —Imposed Terms 

ii. Additional compensation for working out of class shall be no less than a minimum of 
five (5) percent or exceed a maximum of fifteen (15) percent. 

iii. Out of class pay may be approved by the Appointing Authority for up to 14 days; 
from 15 days up to and including 180 days requires approval of the Human 
Resources Director. Any extension beyond 180 days shall require the concurrence 
of the Civil Service Commission. 

The Human Resources Department shall hear any contention that an employee is actually working 
out of class. In the event of an adverse decision by the Human Resources Department, the 
employee concerned and/or the employee's representative shall have the right to appeal such 
decision to the Civil Service Commission. 

9. BILINGUAL PAY 

Upon request of the Department Head, and approval by the Human Resources Director, designed 
employees shall be paid an additional $464 per month for the use of a second language in the 
normal course and scope of work. Sign language shall constitute a second language within the 
meaning of bilingual pay provided that the requisite certification procedures as defined by the 
Human Resources Director have been completed. 

The County shall pay a differential of $389 per month to each employee in the classification of 
Deputy Sheriff II who is assigned by the Sheriff to work as a Field Training Officer (FTO) or as a Jail 
Training Officer (JTO) provided that not more than twelve (12) employees shall receive said pay at 
any one time. 

It shall be understood that the above-described salary differential shall be paid to an employee only 
during the time the employee is assigned formal field training or jail training responsibilities. 
Payment of said differential to an employee shall cease at such time as the Sheriff shall terminate 
the field/jail training responsibilities or reassign same to another employee. 

11. LONGEVITY PAY 

Permanent employees meeting the following criteria shall be eligible to receive two five percent 
(5%) increases in their then current hourly rate from the salary schedule, which shall be referred to 
as "longevity pay." As to either step alternative, a break in service will result in a new calculation for 
a new five (5) or ten (10) year period, and no service prior to the break will be counted as part of the 
new five (5) or ten (10) year period. Extra help time and time off without pay will not be included as 
part of this calculation. Time off without pay for disciplinary reasons or unpaid leave of absence will 
not constitute a break in service. Time off for these reasons will not count toward the completion of 
the required service time. 

a. Longevity Pay 1 (5%): An employee is either eligible for five percent (5%) longevity pay 
upon meeting the requirements in EITHER item 1) OR 2) but cannot earn both: 

1) Each permanent employee who has been at step 5 of their salary grade in the same 
classification for 10,400 paid hours (five years full-time paid service) with Placer 
County shall receive aone-time five percent (5%) increase in their then current base 
hourly rate. This special compensation shall not be reportable to CaIPERS. 
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2) Each permanent employee who has at least 20,800 paid hours (ten years full-time 
paid service) with Placer County shall receive a five percent (5%) increase in their 
then current base hourly rate. 

b. Longevity Pay 2 (additional 5% for a total of 10%): Each permanent employee who has at 
least 41,600 paid hours (twenty years of full-time paid service) with Placer County shall 
receive an additional five percent (5%) increase of their then current base hourly rate. 

c. Employees who separate from County service but who reinstate at a future date will follow 
the reinstatement provisions for eligibility for longevity pay; within two (2) years maintains 
prior eligibility; two (2) years or more is treated as a new employee. 

d. Any form of overtime hours, extra-help hours and time off without pay regardless of the 
reason will not be included for purposes of eligibility for longevity. 

12. DETECTIVE DIVISION PREMIUM PAY 

Effective upon adoption, an employee designed by the Sheriff to work in the Investigations Division, 
or by the District Attorney to work in an investigations' division in an undercover capacity, shall 
receive an additional $510 per month. 

13. CAREER AND EDUCATION INCENTIVE 

It is the objective of Placer County to assure high quality law enforcement services by encouraging 
career law enforcement officers to continue to broaden their career development and educational 
background. 

Full-time permanent employees in the following classes shall be eligible for the career and 
education incentive: 

• Deputy Sheriff 
• Deputy Sheriff II 
• Sheriff's Sergeant 
• Investigator —District Attorney 
• Investigator-Welfare Fraud 
• Investigator —Welfare Fraud Supervising 

a. Effective the beginning of the pay period following adoption, incentive pay for possession of 
a POST Intermediate certificate shall be as follows: 

i. Deputy Sheriff 
ii. Deputy Sheriff II 
iii. Sheriff's Sergeant 
iv. Investigator —District Attorney 
v. Investigator —Welfare Fraud 
vi. Investigator —Welfare Fraud —Supervising 

$735 per month 
$1,030 per month 
$1,225 per month 
$1,285 per month 
$1,285 per month 
$1,385 per month 

b. Effective the beginning of the pay period following adoption, incentive pay for possession of 
a POST Advanced certificate shall be as follows: 
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i. Deputy Sheriff 
ii. Deputy Sheriff II 
iii. Sheriff's Sergeant 
iv. Investigator —District Attorney 
v. Investigator —Welfare Fraud 
vi. Investigator —Welfare Fraud —Supervising 

$1,040 per month 
$1,460 per month 
$1,735 per month 
$1,825 per month 
$1,825 per month 
$1,960 per month 

The above incentive amounts are not cumulative or compounded and employees will receive only 
one rate of incentive pay for POST certification. 

Full-time permanent employees in the above listed classifications will be eligible for educational 
incentive pay of: 

• $100 per pay period for an Associate's degree (AA) or 
• $125 per pay period for a Bachelor's degree (BA) or 
• $175 per pay period for a Master's degree (MA) 

To be eligible for educational incentive pay, the degree must be from an accredited college, 
consistent with the Human Resources Department practices for determining the validity of the 
college and degree. Employees must present evidence of successful completion of a qualifying 
degree, consistent with this section to their department head, who shall determine and certify 
whether employees are eligible to receive educational incentive pay. 

Employees may not receive educational incentive pay for more than one degree (Associate's, 
Bachelor's, or Master's). Incentive amounts are not cumulative, and employees will only receive 
educational incentive pay for one degree. 

14. NIGHT SHIFT DIFFERENTIAL 

a. Employees other than those regularly assigned to work at the jail shall receive a shift 
differential of $4.41 per hour for any hours worked during 4:30 p.m. and 6:30 a.m., provided 
they work a minimum of one hour during that time period. 

b. Employees regularly assigned to work at the jail shall receive a shift differential of $4.41 per 
hour for any hours worked between 4:30 p.m. and 6:30 a.m., provided they work a minimum 
of three hours during that time frame. 

c. Employees regularly assigned to work 50% or more of their hours between the hours of 4:30 
p.m. and 6:30 a.m. shall continue to receive the $4.41 per hours shift differential even when 
they work additional shifts that would otherwise not qualify for shift differential payments. 

d. For purposes of this section, "Regularly assigned to work" means the hourly work schedule 
assigned on a quarterly basis to each employee. 

15. EMPLOYEE'S CALPERS CONTRIBUTION 

Tier 1: Employees Hired Prior to January 1, 2011 

a. CaIPERS Miscellaneous Employees. Effective the first pay period after adoption by the 
Board of Supervisors, employees hired prior to January 1, 2011, represented by the PCDSA 
and included in the CaIPERS miscellaneous retirement plan will pay 4% of their CaIPERS 
employee contribution. The County will pay 4% of the employee's contribution. 
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b. GaIPERS Safety Employees. Effective the first pay period after adoption by the Board of 
Supervisors, employees hired prior to January 1, 2011, represented by the PCDSA and 
included in the CaIPERS safety retirement plan will pay 6.25% of their CaIPERS employee 
contribution. The County will pay 2.75% of the employee's contribution. 

Tier 2: Employees Hired between January 1, 2011, and December 31, 2012 

a. CaIPERS Miscellaneous Employees. Employees hired on or after January 1, 2011, will pay 
7% of their CaIPERS employee contribution. 

b. CaIPERS Safety Employees. Employees hired on or after January 1, 2011, will pay 9% of 
their CaIPERS employee contribution. 

Tier 3: PEPRA —Employees Hired on or after January 1, 2013 

a. CaIPERS Miscellaneous and Safety PEPRA Employees. New employees hired on or after 
January 1, 2013, will pay at least 50% of the total normal cost rate of their defined benefit 
plan or the current contribution rate of similarly situated employees, whichever is greater. 

b. CaIPERS "Classic" PEPRA Employees 

1) Miscellaneous "Classic" Employees. Employees hired on or after January 1, 2013, 
will pay 7.0% of their CaIPERS employee contribution. 

2) Safety "Classic" Employees. Employees hired on or after January 1, 2013, will pay 
9.0% of their CaIPERS employee contribution. 

16. HEALTH CARE 

a. Effective January 1, 2022, the County shall pay up to 80% of the total premium for the 
PORAC health plan offered by the County. 

b. Employees who select a health plan with higher monthly premiums than the maximum 
monthly premium paid by the county (Section a. above) shall pay the difference through 
payroll deduction. Should employees select a health plan with lower monthly premiums 
than the maximum monthly premium paid by the County, the County's contribution shall be 
limited to the cost of the selected plan premium. 

17. DENTAL INSURANCE 

a. PCDSA represented employees will pay for the full cost for dependents and any future rate 
increases associated with dependent coverage in the dental plan. The County will continue 
to pay for the employee only cost. 

b. Eligibility, benefits, and covered services are described in the County's dental plan 
document and evidence of coverage. 

c. The County will notice and, if requested by PCDSA, meet and confer over any plan 
changes. 

18. VISION CARE 
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a. PCDSA represented employees will pay for the full cost for dependents and any future rate 
increases associated with dependent coverage in the vision plan. The County will continue 
to pay for the employee only cost. 

b. Eligibility, benefits, and covered services are described in the County's vision plan document 
and evidence of coverage. 

c. The County will notice and, if requested by PCDSA, meet and confer over any plan 
changes. 

19. RETIREE DENTAL INSURANCE 

a. The County will contribute the employee-only premium rate for dental insurance coverage 
for retirees from classifications represented by PCDSA, provided that their retirement date is 
on or after July 1, 2000. 

b. Employees who retired prior to July 1, 2000, are not eligible for this benefit. 

c. Employees hired on or after November 23, 2010, are not eligible for this benefit. 

Employees subject to the provision of 207(k) of the Fair Labor Standards Act (ELBA) shall work a 
regularly recurring fourteen-day work period, consistent with the County's pay period schedule. 
Time worked in excess of an employee's regularly scheduled shift or in excess of 80 hours during 
the work period shall be compensated at time and one-half or compensatory time earned at time 
and one-half, pursuant to Section 7.2 of this MOU. Within such work period are work schedules 
and shift assignments, as determined by the Sheriff's Office and District Attorney's Office. 

21. COURT OVERTIME 

a. When an employee is required to appear in court in connection with work, on the 
employee's day off, said employee shall be entitled to overtime. The minimum overtime to 
which said employee is entitled shall be four (4) hours at time and one half. 

b. When an employee is scheduled for a court appearance on the employee's day off and the 
court appearance is canceled after 6:00 p.m. the day prior to the scheduled appearance, the 
employee shall receive two (2) hours pay at the employee's overtime rate. 

22. STAND-BY PAY 

a. Stand-by duty requires the employee so assigned: 

1) to be ready to respond to calls for service; and 

2) to be reachable to respond to calls for service; and 

3) to refrain from activities which might impair the employee's ability to perForm assigned 
duties. 

b. Stand-by duty may only be assigned by a Department Head, or designated representative. 

c. Stand-by pay shall not be deemed overtime compensation for purposes of the Placer 
County Code, Section 3.04.230. 
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d. Stand-by duty shall be compensated at a flat rate of twenty-seven dollars ($27) for 
weekdays and thirty dollars ($30) for weekends and holidays, for eight hours (one normal 
shift) of stand-by duty, or any portion thereof, and shall be paid in the pay period it is earned. 
Weekdays are defined as Monday 12:01 a.m. through Friday midnight. Holidays are defined 
as the County declared holiday from 12:01 a.m. to midnight. 

23. CANINE PAY 

Those employees assigned by the Sheriff to the duty of supervision, care and feeding of a canine, 
as "Canine Handlers," shall receive canine pay of five (5) hours per 14-day work period, paid at the 
overtime rate of time and one-half the employee's base hourly rate of pay. 

a. All veterinary care and maintenance of the canine is to be provided at County expense. It is 
agreed that care and maintenance include veterinary care necessary to prevent and treat 
injuries and diseases and includes annual physical exams and inoculations. Canines shall 
receive veterinary care from a County designated veterinarian or one of the Canine 
Handler's choosing. Veterinary expenses incurred through County designated veterinarians 
will be paid by the County through direct billing by the veterinarian. Expenses incurred 
through a veterinarian of the Canine Handler's choice will be paid by reimbursement to the 
Canine Handler for receipted claims, provided that in no event shall reimbursement exceed 
the amount normally paid to a County designated veterinarian for the same or similar 
service. Food for the canine will be provided at the expense of the County through an 
established Blanket Purpose Order and Policy developed by the Sheriff's Office. 

b. The County will provide for the replacement of the canine should it be disabled or killed as a 
result of a line of duty injury or accident at no expense to the Canine Handler. 

c. This care and maintenance pay is granted in recognition of the personal duties and 
responsibilities of a Canine Handler, in light of the on-duty time already being provided and 
include the time spent by the Canine Handler employee while off duty in the care and 
maintenance of the assigned canine, as well as reimbursement of canine related expenses. 
It represents good faith compensation associated with the daily care and maintenance of a 
canine outside the normal hours of work of the assigned Canine Handler employee during 
the month. The intent of this pay is to ensure compliance with all applicable state and 
federal labor laws, including but not limited to, the Fair Labor Standards Act, 29 U.S.C. 
Section 201 et seq., and 29 C.F.R. Section 785.23. 

24. SPECIAL TEAMS PAY 

Effective the first full pay period following adoption, the special pay will be paid as follows for those 
employees assigned by the Sheriff to the following special teams, without regard to call out: 

a. Special Enforcement Team pay of $150 per month. 
b. Certified Divers Pay of $150 per month. 
c. Hostage Negotiations Team pay of $150 per month. 
d. Explosive Ordinance Detail pay of $150 per month. 
e. Air Support Team pay of $150 per month. 

11 
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i~ • ~ •. • • •` 1 

In the matter of: An ordinance amending sections of 
Chapter 3 to implement the terms imposed on the Placer Ordinance No.: 
County Deputy Sheriffs' Association. 

Introduced: September 14, 2021 

The following Ordinance was duly passed by the Board of Supervisors of the County of Placer 

at a regular meeting held , by the following vote: 

Ayes: 

Noes: 

Absent: 

Signed and approved by me after its passage. 

Chair, Board of Supervisors 

Attest: 

Clerk of said Board 

THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE COUNTY OF PLACER, STATE OF CALIFORNIA, 
DOES HEREBY ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS: 

Page 1 of 2 
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Section 1. That the following sections Chapter 3 of the Placer County Code are amended 
as set forth in Exhibit A, attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference: 

3.04.190 
• 3.04.280 
• 3.04.290 
• 3.08.1020 
• 3.12.020 
• 3.12.040 
• 3.12.060 
• 3.12.080 

Section 2. This ordinance shall be effective the first pay period following adoption. 

Section 3. That this ordinance is adopted as a codified ordinance. 

Page 2 of 2 
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-~~ 

3.04.190 Work required of employees. 

A. General, Professional and Deputy Sheriffs Units. Except as may otherwise be provided, an 
employee who occupies afull-time, permanent position shall work forty (40) hours in each workweek. 

B. General Unit Employees Subject to FLSA 7J Exemption. Employees subject to the FLSA 7J 
exemption shall be on an eight-hour day, eighty (80) hour work period for purposes of overtime. 

C. General Unit Employees Subject to FLSA 7K Exemption. Employees subject to the FLSA 7K 
exemption shall work on a twenty-eight (28) day work period for purposes of overtime. 

D. PPEO. Employees subject to the provisions of 207(k) of the Fair Labor Standards Act (ELBA) 
shall work a regularly recurring fourteen (14) day work period, consistent with the county's pay period 
schedule. Time worked in excess of eighty (80) hours during the work period shall be compensated at 
time and one-half or compensatory time earned at time and one-half, pursuant to the PPEO MOU. 
Within such work period are work schedules and shift assignments, as determined by the sheriff's office 
and district attorney's office. 

E. Deputy Sheriffs' Association. Employees subject to the provisions of 207(k) of the Fair 
Labor Standards Act (FLEA) shall work a regularly recurring fourteen (14)-day work period, 
consistent with the county's pay period schedule. Time worked in excess of an employee's 
regularly scheduled shift or in excess of eighty (80) hours during the work period shall be 
compensated at time and one-half or compensatory time earned at time and one-half. Within 
such work period are work schedules and shift assignments, as determined by the sheriff's 
office and district attorney's office. 

~F. Deputy Sheriffs Unit Employees Subject to FLSA 7K Exemption. Employees subject to the 
FLSA 7K exemption shall work on a twenty-eight (28) day work period for purposes of overtime when 
working voluntary shifts. Mandatory overtime in excess of the forty (40) hour workweek shall be 
compensated at time and one-half. 

Sworn personnel assigned to the corrections division may be assigned rotating workweeks of thirfiy-
six (36) hours and forty-four (44) hours. This would be accomplished by working three twelve (12) hour 
days with four days off, followed by three twelve (12) hour days and one eight-hour day with three days 
off, which would result in one hundred sixty (160) hours of scheduled work in atwenty-eight (28) day 
cycle. 

Officers assigned to this shift shall not be entitled to overtime for the hours worked in excess of forty 
(40) per week which are used to complete the work cycle. 

For purposes of implementing the "3-12" shift, personnel shall only be assigned to the permanent 
twelve (12) hour shift at the start of a pay period and transferred off the "3-12" at the close of a pay 
period. 

~G. Each employee shall be entitled to take one fifteen (15) minute rest period for each four 
hours of work performed by such employee in a work day (i.e., two fifteen (15) minute breaks for work 
days that consist of eight, nine or ten (10) hour shifts, and three fifteen (15) minute breaks for 
employees on twelve (12) hour shifts). If not taken, such rest period is waived by such employee. 

6H. PPEO Represented and Confidential Employees—Extended Work Assignments. Except for a 
declared emergency, an employee who has worked sixteen (16) consecutive hours must be allowed a 
minimum of eight hours off before being required to return to work. An employee shall suffer no loss of 
pay nor shall there be a deduction from the employee's leave balances if this eight (8)-hour period 
overlaps with the employee's normal shift. (Ord. 5991-B § 1, 2019; Ord. 5683-B § 3, 2012; Ord. 5531-B, 
2008; Ord. 5478-B (Attach. A), 2007; prior code § 14.201) 
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3.04.280 Overtime—Call-back duty. 

A. PPEO Represented and Confidential Employees. 

1. When an employee is called back to work after they have completed an assigned shift, the 
employee shall receive a minimum of two hours of call-back pay at one and one-half times the 
employee's hourly rate. Time worked for which the employee is entitled compensation shall include 
reasonable travel to the worksite. 

2. Call-back pay shall not apply to situations where the employee has been retained on duty by 
the employee's supervisor beyond the end of the employee's shift. 

3. Call-back pay at the minimum rate of one hour at one and one-half times the employee's 
hourly rate shall apply to those situations where an employee performs authorized work on behalf of the 
county without being required to physically return to work. 

4. Multiple calls to the employee within a sixty (60) minute period beginning with the first call, in 
the same hour, shall be paid as a single call-back pay period. 

B. Deputy Sheriffs Unit Court Appearances. 

1. When an employee is required to appear in court in connection with their job duties on their 
regular day off, such employee shall be entitled to overtime. The minimum overtime to which such 
employee is entitled shall be ~~ee four hours at time and one-half. 

2. When an employee is scheduled for a court appearance on their day off and the court 
appearance is cancelled after six p.m. the day prior to the scheduled appearance, they shall receive 
two hours' pay at their overtime rate. (Ord. 6068-B § 1, 2021; Ord. 5740-B § 3, 2014; Ord. 5531-B, 
2008; Ord. 5478-B (Attach. A}, 2007; Ord. 5443-B, 2007; Ord. 5442-B, 2007; prior code § 14.218) 

3.04.290 Overtime—Stand-by duty. 

A. Stand-by duty requires the employee so assigned: 

1. To be ready to respond to calls for service; and 

2. To be reachable by telephone or radio; and 

3. To refrain from activities which might impair his or her ability to perform his or her assigned 
duties. 

B. Stand-by duty may only be assigned by a department head, or designated representative. 
C. For employees represented by the Placer County Deputy Sheriff's Association, stand-by duty 

shall be compensated 
~G~ at a flat rate of twenty-seven dollars ($27.00) for weekdays and thirty dollars ($30.001 for 
weekends and holidays, for eight hours (one normal shift) of stand-bv duty, or any portion 
thereof, and shall be paid in the pay period it is earned. Weekdays are defined as Monday 12:01 
a.m. through Friday midnight. Holidays are defined as the County declared holiday from 12:01 
a.m. to midnight. 

:~ 



Attachment 2 — Exhibit A -Ordinance -Chapter 3 - DSA Compensation and Benefits 

D. For employees represented by Placer Public Employees Organization (PPEO), stand-by duty 
shall be compensated as set forth in the Memorandum of Understanding between the county and 
PPEO. 

E. Stand-by duty and stand-by compensation shall not be deemed overtime compensation for 
purposes of Section 3.04.230. (Ord. 5879-B § 1, 2017; Ord. 5835-B § 2, 2016; Ord. 5749-B § 1, 2014; 
Ord. 5747-B § 1, 2014; Ord. 5740-B § 4, 2014; Ord. 5700-B § 7, 2013; Ord. 5683-B § 6, 2012; Ord. 
5478-B (Attach. A), 2007; Ord. 5309-B, 2004; prior code § 14.220) 

3.08.1020 Fitness for duty evaluation during employment. 

A. When, in the judgment of the appointing authority, an employee's health, or physical or mental 
condition is such that it is desirable to evaluate "~~~ the emplovee's capacity to perform the 
duties of h~~,,~-~~ their position, the appointing authority shall require the employee to undergo a 
fitness for duty medical or psychological evaluation. Such evaluation shall be by a physician or 
psychologist selected by the county. 

B. The examining physician or psvchologist shall state whether, in h~,,,~-~,~; their opinion, the 
employee is able to properly perForm the essential job duties/functions of the position. Such 
determination shall be based upon the essential job duties/functions and the diagnosis or injury/illness, 
and whether the employee's condition can be remedied within a reasonable period of time. 

C. If the examining physician ar psvcholagist finds the employee unfit to perform the essential 
job duties/functions of #is-e~-be~ the position, the employee may, within fourteen (14) calendar days 
after notification of the determination, submit a written request to the county disability management 
administrator to provide additional information to the examining physician or psychologist for review. 
The additional information provided must be relevant to the nature and extent of the medical 
conditions) which relates to the employee's inability to perform essential job duties/functions. All costs 
associated with obtaining/providing additional medical information relating to this appeal are the 
financial responsibility of the employee. 

D. Further medical information provided by the employee will then be submitted directly to the 
examining physician or psychologist who completed the initial review. The physician ar psvchologi~t 
will review the additional information and determine whether or not the employee can properly perform 
the essential job duties/functions of "~,,,~-o;-;~-r the position. The employee shall not be entitled to a 
second evaluation by another physician or psvcholoctist. (Ord. 5700-B § 31, 2013; Ord. 5683-B § 38, 
2012; Ord. 5478-B (Attach. A), 2007; prior code § 14.1971) 

3.12.020 Classified service—Salary and benefits notations. 

1. For employees represented by the Placer County Deputy Sheriff's Association (PCDSA) floating 
holiday shall be taken within the calendar year granted and shall not carry over from year to year. 
Unused holiday time will not be compensated upon termination. 

2. Uniform Allowance—Sworn Peace Officers. 

Deputy Sheriff 

Deputy Sheriff II 

Sheriff's Captain 
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Sheriff's Lieutenant 

Sheriff's Sergeant 

a. If required by the county to wear a uniform as a regular part of their duties, a uniform 
allowance shall be paid on a biweekly basis. This shall not affect reserve deputies, honorary deputies 
and other county officers and employees deputized for special purposes. New employees will be 
advanced the first year's uniform allowance in their first full paycheck and receive uniform allowance on 
a biweekly basis upon their first-year anniversary. 

b. The uniform allowance is one thousand sixty-five dollars ($1,065.00) per year for Auburn area 
and one thousand two hundred fifteen dollars ($1,215.00) per year for Tahoe area. 

c. Employees appointed or reassigned to Dutch Flat or Foresthill resident deputy or to any 
position east of Serene Lakes shall receive aone-time winter clothing stipend in the amount of two 
hundred fifty dollars ($250.00). 

d. If purchase of the campaign hat is mandatory, the sheriff's department will pay for the cost of 
the hat and will reimburse association members immediately upon provision of a receipt. 

3. Career and Education Incentive. Full-time permanent employees in the following classes shall 
be eligible for the career and education incentive: 

Deputy Sheriff 

Deputy Sheriff II 

Investigator—District Attorney 

Investigator—Supervising District Attorney 

Investigator—Welfare Fraud 

Investigator—Welfare Fraud—Supervising 

Sheriff's Captain 

Sheriff's Lieutenant 

Sheriff's Sergeant 
~ R~~c,. D(1CT 

a.~: Intermediate POST. 

i. For employees represented by the Placer County Law Enforcement Association (PC~EMA), 
compensation for POST intermediate certificate shall be pursuant to the terms of the Memorandum of 
Understanding between Placer County and the PCLEMA. 

ii. For employees represented by the PCDSA, Intermediate POST pay shall be gat-fie-#-fie 
.as follows: 

Deputy Sheriff I $735/month 

Deputy Sheriff II $1,030/month 

Sheriff's Sergeant $1,225/month 

Investigator —District Attorney $1,285/month 

Investigator —Welfare Fraud $1,285/month 

Investigator —Welfare Fraud — Supervising $1,385/month 
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b.s: Advanced POST. 

i. For employees represented by PCLEMA, compensation for POST advanced certificate shall 
be pursuant to the terms of the Memorandum of Understanding between Placer County and the 
PCLEMA. 

ii. For employees represented by the PCDSA, Advanced POST pay shall be 
.as follows: 

Deputy Sheriff 1 $1,040/month 

Deputy Sheriff II $1,460/month 

Sheriff's Sergeant $1,735/month 

Investigator — District Attorney $1,825/month 

Investigator —Welfare Fraud $1,825/month 

Investigator —Welfare Fraud — Supervising $1,960/month 

c.~- Full-time permanent employees represented by the PCDSA or PCLEMA will be eligible for 
educational incentive pay. To be eligible for educational incentive pay the degree must be from an 
accredited college, consistent with the human resources department practices in determining validity of 
the college and degree. Employees must present evidence of successful completion of a qualifying 
degree, consistent with this section to their department head, which shall determine and certify whether 
employees are eligible to receive educational incentive pay. 

For employees represented by the PCDSA, the amount of the educational incentive for AA, 
BA or MA degrees shall be as ~~~ f^~*" ~^ +~o ~Aomnr~nrl~ im ~f I Ir~rlorc~~r~rlinn hoF~niQor~ 

.follows: 

Associate degree (AA) $100/pay period 

Bachelor's degree (BA) $125/pay period 

Master's degree (MA) $175/pay period 

ii. For employees represented by the PCLEMA, the amount of the educational incentive for AA, 
BA or MA degrees shall be as set forth in the Memorandum of Understanding between Placer 
County and the PCLEMA. 

d.~ Employees may not receive educational incentive pay for more than one degree. The 
payments are not cumulative and only one degree qualifies for payment. 

4. Uniform Allowance—PPEO Represented Employees. Uniform allowances shall be processed 
as anon-reimbursable, taxable, bi-weekly pay in accordance with procedures established by the 
Auditor Controller's office. 

a. Seven Hundred Fifty Dollar ($750.00) Allowance. An annual uniform allowance for employees 
who are required to wear a uniform as a regular part of their duties will be paid for the following class 
series in the amount of seven hundred fifty dollars ($750.00) per year: 

Administrative Clerk 

Administrative Legal Clerk 

Accounting Assistant 

Public Safety Dispatcher 
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Probation Department Staff Services Analyst 

Probation Assistant 

Probation Department Information Technology 

Probation Department Executive Secretary 

Probation Department Administrative Technician 

Animal Care Attendant 

b. One Thousand Sixty-Five Dollar ($1,065.00) Allowance. An annual uniform allowance for 
employees who are required to wear a uniform as a regular part of their duties will be paid, for the 
following class series, in the amount of one thousand sixty-five dollars ($1,065.00) per year: 

Agricultural and Standards Inspectors 

Animal Control Officer 

Community Service Officer 

Correctional Officer 

Environmental Health Specialists 

Environmental Health Technical Specialists 

Environmental Health Technicians 

Evidence Technician 

Deputy Probation OfFicers —Field 

Deputy Probation Officers —Institution 

Investigative Assistant 

5. Family and Children's Services (FAGS) Unit Pay. Designated employees shall be paid five 
percent if they have been assigned to field activities of the Family and Children's Services (FAGS) Unit 
or perform after hours responsibilities related to emergency child protective duties. 

6. Special Teams Pay—Sworn Peace Officers. Special pay will be as follows for those 
employees assigned to the following special teams without regard to call-out: 

a. Special Teams Pay and related special assignment pay shall be as set forth in the 
Memorandum of Understanding between the county and the PCLEMA. 

b. Special Teams Pay and related special assignment pay for employees represented by the 
PCDSA and assigned by the Sheriff to the following special teams, without regard to call out, 
shall be: 
~'-~B~l~ 

i. Special Enforcement Team aav of $150.00 aer month. 
ii. Certified Divers Pav of $150.00 per month. 
iii. Hostage Negotiations Team pay of $150.00 per month. 
iv. Explosive Ordinance Detail pay of $150.00 per month. 
v. Air Support Team pay of $150.00 per month. 
vi. Detective Division Premium Pav of $510 per month for employees designated by the 

Sheriff to work in the Investiaations Division or by the District Attorney to work in an 
undercover capacity. 
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7. Cell Extraction Response Team (CERT) Pay—PPEO Correctional Officers. The county will 
pay one hundred twenty-five dollars ($125.00) per month special team pay for those correctional 
officers assigned by the sheriff to participate on the CERT Team. 

8. Night Shift Differential. 

a PPEO General and Professional Units and Confidential Employees. 

i. For the purposes of this subsection, "regularly assigned to work," means the hourly work 
schedule assigned to each employee. 

ii. All employees regularly assigned to work fifty (50) percent or more of their hours between the 
hours of five p.m. and six a.m. shall receive a night shift differential of seven and one-half percent of 
base pay for all hours worked. 

iii. All employees regularly assigned to work fifty (50) percent or more of their hours between the 
hours of five p.m. and six a.m. shall continue to receive the seven and one-half percent shift differential 
even when they work hours outside of the five p.m. to six a.m. time period. 

iv. All employees who are not regularly assigned to work fifty (50) percent or more of their hours 
between the hours of five p.m. and six a.m. shall receive a night shift differential of seven and one-half 
percent of base pay for all hours worked between the hours of five p.m. and six a.m., provided the 
employee works a minimum of three hours between the period of five p.m. and six a.m., excluding any 
hours that are part of the employee's regular shift. 

b. PCDSA. 

h,,. ~r~ M;-o wo~~,,~~;; ~~-;o h~i ~r~ „f f,,,o „ „, .,,,,~ ~,., -, m,~For the purposes of this section, "Reqularly M1 V Vl 1 

assigned to work" means the hourly work schedule assigned on a quarterly basis to each 
employee. 

i. Employees other than those regularly assigned to work at the fail shall receive a shift 
differential of $4.41 per hour for any hours worked between 4:30 p.m. and 6:30 a.m., 
provided they work a minimum of one hour during that time period. 

ii. E~loyees regularly assigned to work at the iail shall receive a shift differential of $4.41 
per hour for any hours worked between 4:30 p.m. and 6:30 a.m., provided they work a 
minimum of three hours during the time frame. 

iii. Employees regularly assigned to work 50% or more of their hours between the hours of 
4:30 p.m, and 6:30 a.m. shall continue to receive the $4.41 per hour shift differential even 
when they work additional shifts that would otherwise not qualify for shift differential 
payments. 

c. PCLEMA. Employees assigned to work a majority of hours of a regular shift (e.g., five hours of 
eight) between the hours of five p.m. (Day 1) and eight a.m. (Day 2) shall receive a night shift 
differential of seven and one-half percent for all hours in that shift. 

9. Rain Gear. Once every three years, employees assigned to the following areas shall be 
provided with rain gear, including coat, pants and boots, as deemed necessary by the appointing 
authority: roads, utility service workers, building maintenance, document solutions, central stores, 
animal control officers, TART bus drivers, building inspectors, mini-bus drivers, park and grounds 
workers, communications, garage, engineering technicians (when assigned field inspection duties), 
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environmental health workers, IT analysts, IT technicians, and deputy probation officers assigned to 
field duties. The appointing authority can replace an employee's rain gear more often as they deem 
necessary. 

10. Supplemental Compensation—Declared Snow Shift Assignments. 

a. The county will pay an assignment differential of ten (10) percent of base salary to each 
employee assigned by the appointing authority, or designee, to perform snow removal duties. No 
employee will receive work out of class pay for the purpose of performing snow removal duties. 

b. The number eligible and time period for which such status is available shall be determined 
jointly by the director of public works and the county executive office. 

c. Such compensation shall be in addition to any overtime to which the employee is entitled 
under the provisions of Section 3.04.240, et seq. 

11. Bi-Lingual Pay. 
~~~n pe„ro~o„+o,~ A/Inn~+rvemor~~ ('nr,f~rlor~+i~,l D(`~'lC4 Dov~ro '+..+....I .~1 

o~~ ~nno Qo~ro~or+o,~ ~,,,,,~,,,,00~ Upon request of the department head and approval of the director 
of human resources, designated employees shall be paid for 
the use of a second language in the normal course and scope of work. Sign language shall constitute a 
second language within the meaning of bilingual pay provided that the requisite certification procedures 
as defined by the director of human resources have been completed. 

i. PPEO Represented, Management, Confidential, Safety Management and PCLEMA 
Represented err~plavees shall be paid an additional five percent (5%) of base salary. 

ii. PCDSA Represented employees shall be paid an additional $464 per month. 

12. Universal Technician Pay. Upon request of the department head, and approval by the director 
of human resources, the county will pay an additional five percent of base hourly rate, plus longevity if 
applicable, to employees who have been certified as a universal technician as required by 40 CFR Part 
82, subpart F, and who are assigned duties in the department of facilities management that are 
consistent with that certification. 

13. Tool Reimbursement. The following classifications shall receive a seven hundred fifty dollar 
($750.00) per year tool replacement allowance to be reimbursed quarterly in accordance with 
procedures established by the auditor controller's office. No more than one claim may be submitted for 
reimbursement in any calendar quarter. Classifications eligible for this personal reimbursement shall 
include: 

11604 Automotive Mechanic 

11605 Master Automotive Mechanic 

11611 Equipment Mechanic 

11613 Master Equipment Mechanic 

11601 Equipment Service Worker 

11602 Equipment Service Worker II 

13302 Supervising Mechanic 

14. Jail Administrative Legal Clerk Training Pay. The county shall pay a differential of five percent 
of base salary to each employee in the classification of administrative legal clerk-journey and 
administrative legal clerk-senior who is assigned by the sheriff to work as a jail administrative legal clerk 
trainer. It shall be understood that the above-described training pay shall be paid to an employee only 
during the time assigned jail administrative legal clerk trainer responsibilities. Payment of said training 
pay to that employee shall cease at the time the sheriff terminates the jail administrative legal clerk 
training responsibilities or reassigns training responsibilities to another employee. 
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15. Field or Jail Training Officer. 

a. The county shall pay $389 per month to each 
employee in the classification of deputy sheriff II who is assigned by the sheriff to work as a field 
training officer or as a jail training officer; provided that not more than twelve (12) employees shall 
receive the said f~~~~„~-~-~„~pay differential at any one time. 

b. The county shall pay a differential of five percent of base salary to each employee in the 
classification of correctional officer II who is assigned by the sheriff to work as a jail training officer. 

c. It shall be understood that the above-described salary differentials shall be paid to an 
employee only during the time they are assigned formal field training orjail training responsibilities. 
Payment of said differential to that employee shall cease at such time as the sheriff shall terminate the 
field training responsibilities or reassign same to another employee. 

16. Public Safety Dispatcher Training Pay. The county shall pay a differential of five percent of 
base salary to each employee in the classification of public safety dispatcher II who is assigned by the 
sheriff to work as a dispatch trainer. It shall be understood that the above described salary differential 
shall be paid to an employee only during the time they are assigned dispatcher trainer responsibilities. 
Payment of said differential to that employee shall cease at such time as the sheriff shall terminate the 
dispatcher trainer responsibilities or reassign same to another employee. 

17. POST Dispatcher Certificate Pay. Employees permanently allocated to the classifications of 
public safety dispatcher I, public safety dispatcher II, supervising public safety dispatcher, and dispatch 
services supervisor will be eligible for the following certificate pays: 

a. Incentive pay for possession of a POST dispatcher intermediate certificate will be one hundred 
dollars ($100.00) per pay period. 

b. Incentive pay for possession of a POST dispatcher advanced certificate will be one hundred 
twenty-five dollars ($125.00) per pay period. 

c. The above incentive amounts are not cumulative or compounded and employees will receive 
only one rate of incentive pay for the POST certification. 

18. Lateral Signing Bonus. Public safety dispatcher II, supervising public safety dispatcher, and 
dispatch services supervisor; applicants with prior dispatch experience who are hired into permanently 
allocated positions will be eligible for the following one-time incentives upon their initial hire to the 
county: 

a. An initial payment of one thousand five hundred dollars ($1,500.00) will be added to the first 
paycheck earned, and 

b. A second/final payment of one thousand dollars ($1,000.00) will be paid out upon the 
successful completion of the entire probationary period as determined by the sheriff. 

19. PPEO Professional Unit, Confidential and Management. The county shall pay a differential of 
five percent of base salary to each employee who obtains a certificate as a certified public accountant 
and who, with the concurrence of the county executive officer, makes use of the CPA in the course and 
scope of their employment. 

20. Canine Pay. Sworn peace officers represented by ~~f~-e~ PCLEMA and PPEO correctional 
officer classifications assigned by the sheriff or district attorney to the duty of supervision, care and 
feeding of a canine, as "canine handlers," shall receive canine pay of three hundred dollars ($300.00) 
per month. PCDSA Canine Handlers shall receive Canine Pav of five hours per 14-dav work 
period, paid at the overtime rate of time and one-half the employee's base hourly rate of pay. 
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a. All veterinary care and maintenance of the canine is to be provided at county expense. It is 
agreed that care and maintenance includes: veterinary care necessary to prevent and treat injuries and 
diseases, annual physical exams and inoculations. County-owned canines shall receive veterinary 
care from a county designated veterinarian. Canine handler-owned canines may receive treatment from 
a county-designated veterinarian or one of the canine handler's choosing. Veterinary expenses incurred 
through county-designated veterinarians will be paid by the county through direct billing by the 
veterinarian. Expenses incurred through a veterinarian of the canine handler's choice will be paid by 
reimbursement to the canine handler for receipted claims, provided that in no event shall 
reimbursement exceed the amount normally paid to acounty-designated veterinarian for the same or 
similar service. Food for the canine will be provided at the expense of the county through an 
established blanket purchase order and policy developed by the sheriff's department. 

b. The county will provide for the replacement of the canine should it be disabled or killed as a 
result of a line-of-duty injury or accident at no expense to the canine handler. 

c. This care and maintenance pay is granted in recognition of the personal monetary investment, 
duties and responsibilities of a canine handler, in light of the on-duty time already being provided and 
includes the time spent by the canine handler employee while off duty in the care and maintenance of 
the assigned canine, as well as reimbursement of canine related expenses. It represents good faith 
compensation associated with the daily care and maintenance of a canine outside the normal hours of 
work of the assigned canine handler employee during the month. The intent of this pay is to ensure 
compliance with all applicable state and federal labor laws, including, but not limited to, the Fair Labor 
Standards Act, 29 U.S.C. Section 201 et seq., and 29 C.F.R. Section 785.23. 

21. Jail Incentive Pay. 

a. The county will pay an assignment differential of five percent of base salary to each employee 
in qualifying jobs, assigned to report to and work within the jail facility on a regular full or part-time 
basis. The qualifying jobs are: 

Accounting Assistant—Entry/Journey/Senior 

Accounting Technician 

Administrative Clerk—Entry/Journey/Senior 

Administrative Legal Clerk—Entry/Journey/Senior 

Administrative Legal Supervisor 

Administrative Secretary 

Building Craft Mechanic/Senior Building Craft Mechanic 

Client Services Counselor-1/II/Senior 

Client Services Practitioner—I/II/Senior 

Custodian—I/II 

b. Senior administrative legal clerks assigned to work as shift supervisors will receive an 
additional five percent of base salary. 

22. LCSW/MFT/MFCC Pay. The county shall pay an additional five percent of base hourly rate, 
plus longevity if applicable, to each employee in the classifications of client services practitioner 
/II/senior and client services program supervisor, who obtains a certificate as a licensed clinical social 

worker (LCS1/~; marriage and family therapist (MFT); marriage, family, child counselor (MFCC); 
licensed professional counselor (LPCC); licensed psychologist (Ph.D. and Psy.D.). 

23. Work Boot/Safety Shoe Allowance. 
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a. Each employee in the classifications listed below shall receive an annual work boot/safety 
shoe allowance of three hundred dollars ($300.00). The annual safety shoe allowance shall be paid in 
equal payments each pay period. Employees receiving such allowance shall be required to wear work 
boots or safety shoes at all times while performing their job duties. 

Agricultural and Standards Inspector I/II/Senior/Supervising 

Animal Care Attendant 

Animal Control Officer I/II/Senior/SupervisinglSupervising Senior 

Assistant Road Superintendent 

Automotive Mechanic/Master Automotive Mechanic 

Building Crafts Mechanic/Senior/Supervising 

Building Inspector I/II/Senior/Supervising 

Bus Driver I/II/Senior 

Code Compliance Officer I/II/Supervising 

Custodian I/II/Senior/Supervising 

Emergency Services Specialist I/II/Senior 

Engineering Technician I/II 

Environmental Health Specialist—Registered—Assistant/Associate/Senior/Supervising 

Environmental Health Technical Specialist 

Environmental Health Technician I/II/Senior 

Equipment Mechanic/Master Equipment Mechanic 

Equipment Mechanic/Welder 

Equipment Operator/Equipment Operator—Senior 

Equipment Services Worker I/II 

Fleet Services Technician 

Information Technology Analyst I/II/Senior (Assigned to Telecommunications) 

Information Technology Technician I/II/Supervisor (Assigned to Telecommunications) 

Maintenance Worker 

Mechanic—Supervising 

Park and Grounds Worker/Senior/Supervising 

Road District Supervisor/Road District Supervisor—Senior 

Storekeeper 

Surveyor Assistant/Associate/Senior 

Traffic Sign Maintenance Worker/Senior 

Traffic Sign Supervisor/Traffic Sign Supervisor—Senior 

Transportation Supervisor 

Tree Trimmer/Tree Trimmer—Senior 

Tree Maintenance Supervisor/Tree Maintenance Supervisor—Senior 

Utility Service Worker/Senior/Supervising 
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Utility Operations Supervisor 

Waste Disposal Site Attendant/Senior/Supervisor 

Wildlife Specialist 

b. Administrative Dispatcher Assigned to Tahoe. Employees in the department of public works 
assigned to the classification of administrative dispatcher assigned to Tahoe shall receive an annual 
work boot/safety shoe allowance of one hundred fifty dollars ($150.00) per year. The annual work 
boot/safety shoe allowance shall be paid in equal payments each pay period. Employees receiving 
such allowance shall be required to wear work boots or safety shoes at all times while performing their 
job duties. 

24. Inmate Oversight Pay—PPEO Represented Employees. Inmate oversight pay shall be as set 
forth in the Memorandum of Understanding. 

25. Wellness Incentive—PCLEMA. Wellness incentive pay shall be as set forth in the 
Memorandum of Understanding between the county and the PCLEMA. 

26. PPEO represented employees may receive a pay differential of two and one-half percent of 
base salary for special skill certifications) and/or licenses. To qualify, the certifications) shall meet the 
following criteria: 

a. Certification/license is for the performance of duties required by the county and approved by 
the employee's appointing authority and the county executive officer. 

b. Certification/license is for the performance of duties not specified in the employee's job 
classification and/or required as a minimum qualification. 

c. Certification/license must be required by the state of California or a regulatory agency in order 
to perform or oversee the duties. 

d. Certification/license must be renewable and be kept current. 

e. Certification/license duties are not already identified for additional compensation in the current 
MOU between PPEO and the county. 

The pay differential will cease under any of the following conditions: 

i. The employee's duties or work assignment change, 

ii. The certification/license is no longer necessary or applicable, 

iii. The certification/license is not used or required to perform the duties, or 

iv. The employee fails to maintain the certification/license. 

27. Building Inspector Certificate Pay. Certificates that are attained by employees in the 
classifications of building inspector I/II, senior, and supervising, beyond those presented to meet the 
minimum qualification as stated in the class specifications shall be compensated at the rate of fifty 
dollars ($50.00) per certificate per month up to a maximum of two hundred dollars ($200.00) per month 
for each of the certificates listed: plans examiner, plumbing, mechanical, electrical (commercial or 
residential). The county will reimburse a qualifying employee for all initial exams and renewal fees 
associated with the above certificates for up to three exams per year. 

28. Undercover Pay. An employee within the following classifications designated by the sheriff and 
the chief probation officer to work an undercover assignment shall receive five percent additional 
compensation: 

Deputy Probation Officer UII 

Senior and Supervising Deputy Probation Officer 
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29. Confidential Pay. Permanent employees in positions designated as confidential, as defined in 
the Placer County Employer and Employee Relations Policy, shall receive three and one-half percent 
additional pay. 

30. Licensure/Certification. Management employees in the health and human services 
department who possess and use specialty licensure or certification which is above the minimum 
qualification and used during the normal course and scope of their position will receive a pay differential 
of five percent of base salary; example, licensed clinical social worker (LCS1/~. 

31. Tuition Reimbursement. Pursuant to the terms and conditions set forth in the county's tuition 
reimbursement policy, classified management employees are eligible for tuition reimbursement in the 
amount of one thousand two hundred dollars ($1,200.00) per calendar year. PPEO and PCDSA 
represented employees may be eligible for tuition reimbursement pursuant to the applicable 
memorandum of understanding. 

32. 

ADMIN. 
CODE CLASSIFICATION TITLE 

15585 Architectural Assistant I *a 

14210 Architectural Assistant II *a 

14207 Assistant Surveyor *b 

13545 Capital Improvements Manager *a 

14202 Engineer -Assistant *b 

13522 Property Manager *a 

13519 Utility Program Manager *b 
*a All employees in this class shall be paid at the corresponding step of the next higher salary grade 

upon presentation of the certificate of registration as a licensed architect issued by the California 
State Board of Architectural Examiners. 

*b The county will pay an additional five percent of the base hourly rate, plus longevity if applicable, 
upon presentation of a certificate of registration as a civil engineer or land surveyor issued by the 
California State Board of Registration for Professional Engineers_ 
33. All pays listed in this section must meet the CaIPERS definition of special compensation to be 

considered reportable. CaIPERS solely determines whether any or all pays listed in this section meet 
the CaIPERS definition of special compensation for the calculation of retirement benefits. The county is 
not responsible for reporting any pays not determined by CaIPERS to be reportable. (Ord. 6068-B § 1, 
2021; Ord. 6062-B § 1, 2020; Ord. 5991-B § 1, 2019; Ord. 5903-B § 2, 2018; Ord. 5894-B § 4, 2017; 
Ord. 5885-B § 3, 2017; Ord. 5879-B § 11, 2017; Ord. 5835-B § 1, 2016; Ord. 5766-B § 1, 2015; Ord. 
5740-B §§ 15-18, 2014; Ord. 5719-B § 3, 2013; Ord. 5700-B § 37, 2013; Ord. 5683-B § 49, 2012; 
Ord. 5608-B § 6, 2010; Ord. 5597-B, 2010; Ord. 5572-B § 17, 2009; Ord. 5531-B, 2008; Ord. 5478-B 
(Attach. A), 2007; Ord. 5472-B, 2007; Ord. 5451-B, 2007; Ord. 5448-B, 2007; Ord. 5447-B, 2007; Ord. 
5443-B, 2007; Ord. 5442-B, 2007; Ord. 5441-B, 2007; Ord. 5428-B, 2006; Ord. 5426-8, 2006; Ord. 
5422-B, 2006; Ord. 5414-B, 2006; Ord. 5410-B, 2006; Ord. 5396-B, 2006; Ord. 5391-B, 2005; Ord. 
5386-B, 2005; Ord. 5382-B, 2005; Ord. 5379-B, 2005; Ord. 5372-B, 2005; Ord. 5363-B, 2005; Ord. 
5361-B, 2005; Ord. 5349-B, 2005; Ord. 5343-B, 2004; Ord. 5337-B, 2004; Ord. 5336-B, 2004; Ord. 
5334-B, 2004; Ord. 5314-B, 2004; Ord. 5312-B, 2004; Ord. 5311-B, 2004; Ord. 5309-B, 2004; Ord. 
5303-B, 2004; Ord. 5297-B, 2004; Ord. 5288-8, 2004; Ord. 5286-B, 2004; Ord. 5281-B, 2004; Ord. 
5279-B, 2003; Ord. 5267-B, 2003; Ord. 5263-B, 2003; Ord. 5261-B, 2003; Ord. 5260, 2003; Ord. 5257-
B, 2003; Ord. 5256-B, 2003; Ord. 5254-B, 2003; Ord. 5247-B, 2003; Ord. 5240-B, 2003; Ord. 5230-B, 
2003; Ord. 5224-B, 2003; Ord. 5216-B, 2002; Ord. 5215-B, 2002; Ord. 5205-B, 2002; Ord. 5203, 2002; 
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Ord. 5197-B, 2002; Ord. 5194-B, 2002; Ord. 5193-B, 2002; Ord. 5189-B, 2002; Ord. 5186-B, 2002; 
Ord. 5172-B, 2002; Ord. 5165-B, 2002; Ord. 5164-B, 2002; Ord. 5163-B, 2002; Ord. 5160-B, 2002; 
Ord. 5153-B, 2002; Ord. 5150-B, 2002; Ord. 5139-B, 2001; Ord. 5138-B, 2001; Ord. 5137-B, 2001; 
Ord. 5115-B, 2001; Ord. 5099-B, 2001; Ord. 5100-B, 2001; Ord. 5107-B, 2001; Ord. 5111-B, 2001; 
Ord. 5095-B, 2001; Ord. 5089-B, 2001; Ord. 5085, 2001; Ord. 5083-B, 2001; Ord. 5075-B, 2001; Ord. 
5069-B, 2000; Ord. 5062-B, 2000; Ord. 5058-8 (Attach. 1, 2, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 28, 30), 2000; Ord. 5044-B, 
2000; Ord. 5040-B, 2000; Ord. 5032-B, 2000; Ord. 5029-B (Attach. A, D, F), 2000; Ord. 5028-B, 2000; 
Ord. 5026, 2000; Ord. 5017-B, 2000; Ord. 5014-B, 2000; Ord. 4998-B, 1999; Ord. 4988-B, 1999; Ord. 
4986-B, 1999; Ord. 4970-B, 1999; Ord. 4967-B, 1999; Ord. 4963-B, 1999; prior code § 14.3000) 

3.12.040 Salaries-D~'^oN r^.,„*., ~~,er;~'~ ^r,~;„~„^e :„:*:^*:,,aAll represented employees. 

Pursuant to Article XI, Sections 1, 3, and 4 of the California Constitution, Sections 302 and 604 
of the Rlacer County Charter, adopted by the electorate on November 4, 1980, and California 
Government Code Sections 3504 and 3505, the Board of Supervisors shall neaotiate and set 
compensation for all employees represented by PPEO, PCLEMA, and DSA. 

r 
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3.12.060 Longevity pay. 

A. PPEO Represented, Management, Confidential and Unclassified Nonmanagement Employees. 
Effective the first day of the pay period that includes November 1, 2019 and subject to the conditions 
specified herein, PPEO Represented, Management, Confidential and Unclassified Nonmanagement 
Employees shall be eligible for longevity pay under one of the following formulas. 

1. Longevity Pay A. This category of longevity pay applies only to permanent employees who are 
already receiving longevity pay on or before October 31, 2019. For this category, each permanent 
employee will continue to receive longevity pay, which is a one-time five percent increase, calculated 
pursuant to subsection (A)(5). The basis to receive longevity pay will be determined by either one (but 
not both) of the following two formulas: 
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a. The permanent employee has been at step 5 of their salary grade for ten thousand four 
hundred (10,400) paid hours (five years continuous full-time paid service) with Placer County. 

b. The permanent employee has worked at least ten thousand four hundred hours (10,400) paid 
hours (five years of continuous full-time paid service) calculated from the beginning of employment with 
Placer County. 

2. Longevity Pay B. This category of longevity pay applies to permanent employees hired on or 
before October 31, 2019, that have not qualified for longevity pay by October 31, 2019. For this 
category, each permanent employee who has at least twenty thousand eight hundred (20,800) 
continuous paid hours calculated from the beginning of employment (ten (10) years of continuous full-
time paid service) with Placer County shall receive as longevity pay a two percent increase, calculated 
pursuant to subsection (A)(5). Each permanent employee who has at least thirty-one thousand two 
hundred (31,200) continuous paid hours calculated from the beginning of employment (fifteen (15) 
years of continuous full-time paid service) shall receive as longevity pay a three percent increase, 
calculated pursuant to subsection (A)(5). This category of longevity pay shall be calculated on a 
cumulative basis to equal no more than five percent in total. 

3. Longevity Pay C. This category of longevity pay applies solely to retirees of the county with a 
retirement date of October 31, 2019, or earlier that were PPEO Represented, Management, 
Confidential and Unclassified, Nonmanagement Employees that had received longevity pay prior to his 
or her retirement. For this category, each retiree that received longevity pay on or before October 31, 
2019, is deemed to have earned longevity pay under one of the following two formulas: 

a. The retiree was a permanent employee that had been at step 5 of their salary grade for ten 
thousand four hundred (10,400) paid hours (five years full-time paid service) with Placer County. 

b. The retiree was a permanent employee that worked at least ten thousand four hundred hours 
(10,400) paid hours (five years of continuous full-time paid service) calculated from the beginning of 
employment with Placer County. 

If the retiree had not received longevity pay prior to their retirement on or before October 31, 2019, 
this subsection does not grant or change the longevity pay status to the retiree as it applies only to 
retirees that had already received longevity pay on or before October 31, 2019. 

4. PPEO represented, management, confidential and unclassified nonmanagement employees 
permanently hired on or after November 1, 2019, shall not be eligible for longevity pay. 

5. Longevity pay shall be applied to current base hourly rate published in the salary schedule 
plus percentage-based special compensation identified in Section 3.12.020 or 3.12.030 of this code, as 
applicable. 

6. For purposes of Longevity Pay A employees and Longevity Pay C retirees of the County with a 
retirement date of October 31, 2019, or earlier, an employee or retiree who took a voluntary demotion, 
transferor reclassification to a lower salary grade is deemed to have the previously earned work hours 
at the higher salary grade count towards the longevity pay calculation in the lower salary grade. 

7. Any form of overtime hours, extra-help hours and time off without pay regardless of the 
reason, will not be included for purposes of determining eligibility for longevity pay under any of the 
longevity pay formulas. 

8. Eligible employees or retirees can qualify for longevity pay only pursuant to one of the 
longevity pay formulas. Once a longevity increase has been provided to an employee it will remain with 
the employee regardless of any future position or classification changes. 

9. Employees who separate from county service, but who reinstate at a future date, will follow the 
reinstatement provisions found in Section 3.08.1150 for eligibility for longevity pay. 
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10. Probation officer series employees who have received the ten (10) year and/or twenty (20) 
year longevity pay under the DSA MOU and subsection B of this section as of April 1, 2008, will 
continue to receive said pay in a grandfathered status. Probation officer series employees will follow the 
PPEO professional unit longevity provision if they had not received longevity pay as of April I, 2008. 

B. Deputy Sheriffs' Association and Safety Management. Permanent employees meeting the 
following criteria shall be eligible to receive two five percent increases, calculated pursuant to 
subsection(B)(3), which shall be referred to as "longevity pay." As to either step alternative, a break in 
service will result in a new calculation for a new five or ten (10) year period, and no service prior to the 
break will be counted as part of the new five or ten (10) year period. Extra help time and time off without 
pay will not be included as part of this calculation. Time off without pay for disciplinary reasons or 
unpaid leave of absence will not constitute a break in service. Time off for these reasons will not count 
toward the completion of the required service time. 

1. Longevity Pay 1 (Five Percent). An employee is eligible for five percent longevity pay upon 
meeting the requirements in either subsection (B)(1)(a) or (b), but cannot earn both: 

a. Each permanent employee who has been at step 5 of their salary grade in the same 
classification for ten thousand four hundred (10,400) paid hours (five years full-time paid service) with 
Placer County shall be eligible. This special compensation is not reportable to CaIPERS. 

b. Each permanent employee who has at least twenty thousand eight hundred (20,800) paid 
hours (ten (10) years of full-time paid service) with Placer County shall be eligible. 

2. Longevity Pay 2 (Additional Five Percent for a Total of Ten (10) Percent). Each permanent 
employee who has at least forty-one thousand six hundred (41,600) paid hours (twenty (20) years of 
full-time paid service) with Placer County, shall receive an additional five percent increase, calculated 
pursuant to subsection (B)(3). 

3. Longevity shall be applied to current base hourly rate published in the salary schedule plus 
percentage-based special compensation identified in Section 3.12.020 of this code, as applicable. For 
safety management, classified and unclassified, longevity shall be applied to base hourly rate plus 
percentage-based special compensation identified in Section 3.12.020 or 3.12.030 of this code and flat 
special compensation allowances for POST intermediate certificate, POST advanced certificate, 
undercover assignment, and wellness, as applicable. 

4. Employees who separate from county service, but who reinstate at a future date will follow the 
reinstatement provisions for eligibility for longevity pay; within two years maintains prior eligibility; two 
years or more is treated as a new employee. 

5. Any form of overtime hours, extra help hours and time off without pay regardless of the reason 
will not be included for purposes of eligibility for longevity. 

6. Once such longevity increase (longevity pay 1 and 2) has been provided to an employee, that 
employee shall have no further right to a longevity increase. The longevity increases) will remain with 
the employee regardless of any future position or classification changes. 

C. Elected Department Heads. Effective January 13, 2001, and continuing thereafter, elected 
department heads shall be eligible at the beginning of the first full pay period of the seventh year in 
office to receive cone-time five percent increase in their then current salary. This longevity pay shall be 
calculated only on a cumulative basis with any other longevity pays earned under subsection A or B. 
Longevity shall be applied to current base hourly rate published in the salary schedule plus percentage-
based special compensation identified in Section 3.12.030 of this code and flat special compensation 
allowances for POST intermediate certificate, POST advanced certificate, undercover assignment, and 
wellness, as applicable. (Ord. 6072-B § 1, 2021; Ord. 6068-B § 1, 2021; Ord. 5992-B § 1, 2019; Ord. 

.; 
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5740-B § 19, 2014; Ord. 5683-B § 50, 2012; Ord. 5627-B § 25, 2010; Ord. 5478-B (Attach. A), 2007; 
Ord. 5309-B, 2004; Ord. 5058-B (Attach. 29), 2000; prior code § 14.3050) 

3.12.080 Tahoe branch assignment premium. 

Employees meeting the following criteria shall receive the following monthly additional 
compensation: 

A. Confidential, Management, and Unclassified Employees permanently assigned to a position 
located in the North Lake Tahoe area and who reside within fifty (50) driving miles of the Placer County 
Tahoe Administrative Center, located at 775 N. Lake Blvd in Tahoe City, will qualify for the Tahoe 
Branch Assignment Premium. 

Effective the first pay period following July 1, 2019, Tahoe Branch Assignment Premium shall be 
eight hundred and seventy-five dollars ($875) per month. 

2. Employees will be required to request the Tahoe Branch Assignment Premium and will need to 
demonstrate and certify residency within the specified areas. 

3. Employees will be required to notify Human Resources if they no longer reside in an area 
qualifying for Tahoe Branch Assignment Premium. 

4. Employees already receiving Tahoe Branch Assignment Premium at the time this ordinance is 
effective will continue to receive the premium for the uninterrupted and continuous duration of the 
employee's position in the North Lake Tahoe area. If an employee no longer occupies a position in the 
North Lake Tahoe area, but resumes a position in the North Lake Tahoe area after the adoption of this 
agreement, the residency requirement of this section will apply to the employee upon re-occupying the 
same or different position in the North Lake Tahoe area. 

5. Residency under this section shall be determined in accordance with California Government 
Code Section 244. 

B. For employees represented by the Placer County Law Enforcement Management Association, 
Tahoe Branch Assignment Premium Pay shall be as set forth in the Memorandum of Understanding 
between the county and the PCLEMA. 

C. For employees represented by the PCDSA. 

1. Tahoe Branch Assignment Premium Pay shall be 
eight hundred seventy-five dollars 

($875) per month. 
2. Effective October 9, 2021, employees hired into or transferring into a position located in 

the North Lake Tahoe area and who have a primary residence or rent a dwelling within 
50 driving miles of the Placer County Sheriff's Office Burton Creek substation will 
qualify for the Tahoe Branch Assignment Premium. 

a. Employees will be required to request Tahoe Branch Assignment Premium pay and will 
need to demonstrate and certify residency or rental of a dwelling within the specified 
areas. 

b. E_m_ plovees will be required to notify Human Resources if they no longer reside or rent a 
dwelling in an area qualifying for Tahoe Branch Assignment Premium Pay. 

c. Employees already receiving Tahoe Branch Assignment Premium Pav as of October 9, 
2021 will continue to receive the premium for the uninterrupted and continuous duration 
of the employee's position in the North Lake Tahoe area, but if resuming a position in 

.. 
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the North Lake Tahoe area after said date, the residency requirement of this section will 
apply to the employee upon re-occupying the same or different position in fihe North 
Lake Tahoe area. 

d. "Primary residence" shall be determined in accordance with the Government Code 
Section 244. 

D. For employees represented by the Placer Public employees Organization, Tahoe Branch 
Assignment Premium shall be as set forth in the Memorandum of Understanding between the county 
and the PPEO. (Ord. 5986-B § 2, 2019; Ord. 5894-B § 6, 2017; Ord. 5885-B § 4, 2017; Ord. 5879-B § 
9, 2017; Ord. 5835-B § 3, 2016; Ord. 5749-B § 2, 2014; Ord. 5747-B § 2, 2014; Ord. 5740-B § 20, 
2014; Ord. 5531-B, 2008; Ord. 5478-B (Attach. A), 2007; Ord. 5443-B, 2007; Ord. 5442-B, 2007; Ord. 
5309-B, 2004; Ord. 5058-B (Attach. 26), 2000; Ord. 5029-B (Attach. E), 2000; prior code § 14.3092) 
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In the matter of: An ordinance implementing salary 
and benefits adjustments for employees represented by Ordinance No.: 
the Placer County Deputy Sheriffs' Association. 

Introduced: September 14. 2021 

The following Ordinance was duly passed by the Board of Supervisors of the County of Placer 

at a regular meeting held , by the following vote: 

Ayes: 

Noes: 

Absent: 

Signed and approved by me after its passage. 

Chair, Board of Supervisors 

Attest: 

Clerk of said Board 

THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE COUNTY OF PLACER, STATE OF CALIFORNIA, 
DOES HEREBY ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS: 
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Section 1. This ordinance implements salary adjustments for employees represented by 
the Placer County Deputy Sheriff's Association (PCDSA) as set forth in Exhibit A, 
attached hereto and incorporated herein by reference. 

Section 2. This ordinance shall be effective the first pay period following adoption unless 
otherwise set forth in Exhibit A. 

Section 3. That this ordinance is adopted as an un-codified ordinance. 

Exhibit A: Compensation Adjustments for Employees Represented by Placer County 
Deputy Sheriffs' Association 
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I 

SALARY ADJUSTMENTS 

PCDSA represented employees shall receive general wage increases as follows: 

• Deputy Sheriff Trainee 
• Deputy Sheriff 
• Assistant Deputy Sheriff 1 
• Deputy Sheriff II 
• Chief Deputy Coroner 
• Sheriff's Sergeant 
• Investigator —District Attorney 

Investigator —Welfare Fraud/Child Support 
• Investigator —Welfare Fraud —Supervising 

HEALTH CARE 

1.09% 
1.09% 
1.09% 
1.09% 
1.41 
1.41 
1.41 
1.41 
1.41 

a. Effective January 1, 2022, the County shall pay up to 80% of the total premium for the PORAC 
health plan offered by the County. 

b. Employees who select a health plan with higher monthly premiums than the maximum monthly 
premium paid by the county (Section a. above) shall pay the difference through payroll 
deduction. Should employees select a health plan with lower monthly premiums than the 
maximum monthly premium paid by the County, the County's contribution shall be limited to the 
cost of the selected plan premium. 
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• • ~ ~ ~ • • 

In the matter of: 
Adopting the CaIPERS Resolution to change the 
Employer Paid Member Contributions for Placer 
County Deputy Sheriffs' Association Resolution No.: 
Miscellaneous Employees in Welfare Fraud 
Investigator Classification Series. 

The following Resolution was duly passed by the Board of Supervisors of the County of 

Placer at a regular meeting held September 14, 2021, by the following vote: 

Ayes: 

Noes: 

Absent: 

Signed and approved by me after its passage. 

Chair, Board of Supervisors 

Attest: 

Clerk of said Board 

WHEREAS, the governing body of Placer County has the authority to implement 
Government Code 20691; and 

WHEREAS, the governing body of Placer County has a written labor policy or 
agreement which specifically provides for the normal member contributions to be paid 
by the employer; and 

WHEREAS, one of the steps in the procedures to implement Section 20691 is the 
adoption by the governing body of Placer County of a Resolution to commence said 
Employer Paid Contributions (EPMC); and 
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WHEREAS, the governing body of Placer County has identified the following conditions 
for the purpose of its election to pay EPMC: 

• This benefit shall apply to all miscellaneous employees of the Placer County 
Deputy Sheriffs' Association in the Welfare Fraud Investigation classification 
series. 

• This benefit shall consist of paying 4% of the normal member contribution as 
EPMC for employees hired prior to January 1, 2011. 

• The effective date of this Resolution shall be September 25, 2021. 

BE IT RESOLVED, by the Board of Supervisors, County of Placer, State of California, 
that the governing body of Placer County elects to pay EPMC as set forth above. 
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Attachment 5 -Resolution - CaIPERS Changes Safety 

• ~ ~ !. i • • 

In the matter of: 
Adopting the CaIPERS Resolution to change the 
Employer Paid Member Contributions for Placer Resolution No.: 
County Deputy Sheriffs' Association Safety 
Employees. 

The following Resolution was duly passed by the Board of Supervisors of the County of 

Placer at a regular meeting held September 14, 2021, by the following vote: 

Ayes: 

Noes: 

Absent: 

Signed and approved by me after its passage. 

Chair, Board of Supervisors 

Attest: 

Clerk of said Board 

WHEREAS, the governing body of Placer County has the authority to implement 
Government Code Section 20691; and 

WHEREAS, the governing body of Placer County has a written labor policy or 
agreement which specifically provides for the normal member contributions to be paid 
by the employer; and 

WHEREAS, one of the steps in the procedures to implement Section 20691 is the 
adoption by the governing body of Placer County of a Resolution to commence said 
Employer Paid Member Contributions (EPMC); and 



Attachment 5 -Resolution - CaIPERS Changes Safety 

WHEREAS, the governing body of Placer County has identified the following conditions 
for the purpose of its election to pay EPMC: 

• This benefit shall apply to all employees of the Placer County Deputy Sheriffs' 
Association covered by the CaIPERS Safety Retirement Plan. 

This benefit shall consist of paying 2.75% of the normal member contributions as 
EPMC for employees hired prior to January 1, 2011. 

• The effective date of this Resolution shall be September 25, 2021 

BE IT RESOLVED, by the Board of Supervisors, County of Placer, State of California 
that the governing body of Placer County elects to pay EPMC as set forth above. 
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DAVID E. MASTAGNI, ESQ. (SBN 204244) 
TAYLOR DAMES-MAHAFFEY, ESQ. (SBN 327673) 
MASTAGNI HOLSTEDT 
A Professional Corporation 
1912 "I" Street 
Sacramento, California 95811 
Telephone: (916) 446-4692 
Facsimile: (916) 447-4614 

Attorneys for Petitioners 

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF PLACER 

PLACER COUNTY DEPUTY SHERIFFS' 
ASSOCIATION and NOAH FREDERITO, 

Petitioners, 
vs. 

COUNTY OF PLACER, 

Respondent. 

Case No.: S-CV-0047770 

PROOF OF SERVICE 

Proof of Service Placer County DSA, et al. v. County of Placer 
Case No.: S-CV-0047770 
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PROOF OF SERVICE (C.C.P.§1013a) 

SHORT TITLE OF CASE: Placer County DSA, et al. vs. County of Placer 

I am a citizen of the United States and a resident of the County of Sacramento. I am 
over the age of 18 years and am not a party to the within action. My business address is 1912 I 
Street, Sacramento, CA 95811. 

On May 27, 2022, I served the below-described documents) by the following means of 
service: 

✓ BY U.S. FIRST-CLASS MAIL [C.C.P. §§1013 & 1013(a)]: 
I placed the envelope for collection and mailing, following our ordinary business practices. I 
am readily familiar with this firm's business practice of collecting and processing 
correspondence for mailing. On the same day that correspondence is placed for collection 
and mailing, it is deposited in the ordinary course of business with the United States Postal 
Service, in a sealed envelope with postage fully paid. 

✓ BY ELECTRONIC SERVICE (C.C.P. §1010.6(a)]: 
Based on a court order or an agreement of the parties to accept electronic service, I caused a 
.pdf version of the below-described documents to be sent to the persons at the electronic mail 
addresses set forth below. 

NAME/DESCRIPTION OF DOCUMENTS) SERVED: 

• SECOND AMENDED VERIFIED PETITION FOR WRIT OF MANDATE AND 
COMPLAINT FOR DECLARATORY RELIEF 

ADDRESSES OF SERVICE: 

Vicz U.S. Mail & E-Mail 

Michael Youril 
myouril ,lcwle  ga1•com 

Lars Reed 
freed@lcwlegal.com 
Liebert Cassidy Whitmore 
5250 North Palm Ave, Ste 310 
Fresno, CA 93704 

I declare under penalty of perjury, under the laws of the State of California, that the 

~ foregoing is true and correct and was executed on May 27, 2022, at Sacramento, California. 

Taylor S. Dorn 

Proof of Service Placer County DSA, et al. v. County of Placer 
Case No.: S-CV-0047770 




